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Unmask : 

1 O R, 

A late Conference betwixt Mr. Peter 
Gunning and Mr, Fohn Pierſon Miniſters, on 
the one part, and rwo Diſputants of the Ro- 
man Profeſſion on the other : whercin is de- 
fined, both what Schiſme #, and to whom it. 
belongs, | 

| WITH 

A briefe Recapitulation ; wherein at one 
view may be (cen the whole drift of this Con- 
ference ; for ſuch as want either Learning to 
reach, or Leiſure to read the whole Trac, 


A N+D 
All is concluded with: a Decifion of the 


Main Queſtion , Whether Proreſtants , or 
thoſe of the Roman Church be Schilmatiqurs, 


ALSO | 
An Index 1s drawne, pointing at the 
principall Matters. 
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St, Hierom, in 3. cap, ad Titum, 
Nulum Schiſma non fibi aliquam confingit 
Herefim,ut refe ab Ecclefid receſfifſe videatur. 
* AllSchilme feignes co ic ſclfe ſome Herefie, 
” chat ic may ſeeme ro have departed juſtly from 
the Church, 
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Unmask' ; 
O R, 
A late Conference betwixt Mr. Peter 
Gunning and Mr. Fohn Pierſon Miniſters, on 
the one part, and two Diſputants of the Ro- 


s man Profeflion on the other ; whercin is de- 
fined, both what Schiſme #, and to whom it 


belongs, 
WITH 


A briefe Recapitulation ,, wherein at one 
view may be {cen the whole drift of this Con- 
ference ; for ſuch as want either Learning to 
reach, or Leiſure to read the whole Tra&, 

A N:D 

All is concluded with: a Decifion of the 
Main Queſtion , Whether Prorcſtamts , or 

*, thoſeofthe Roman Church be Schiſmatiqurs, 

= ALSO | 

1 An Jadex isdrawne, pointing at the 

{1 principall Matters. 


—_ bk rae LM 
= 0 


RO m—— 


St, Hierom, in 3. cap, ad Titum, 
| Nullum Schiſma non fibs aliquam confingit 
Harefim,ut refe ab Ecclefid receſfifſe videatur. 
*  AllSchilme feignes co ir ſclte ſome Herefie, 
* that ic may ſeeme ro have departed jultly from 
| the Church, | 
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Printed at Paris, Cum Privilegio, 
1658, 
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The Pr eface of the Catho- 
|  ligue Diſpmants. 


- Containing the Proceedings of bath * 
Parties 14 matter of Fatt. 


'N conformity to the deſires of ſome 
|| noble Friends, a private Conference 
was begun betwixt the perſons men- 
tioned in' the Title, in; the Moneth of 
May, 1657. a little before Whitſontide: 
The Queſtion to be diſcuſſed, as being 
the Point then, and'now, in hotteſt agita- 
tion, and of main concern,was this, Whe- 
ther thoſe of the Roman Church, 'or thoſe of 
; the Engliſh Proteſtant Church be Schiſma- 
t:ques, Articles were agreed upon on 
. bothſides ; but becauſe they were neither 
ſigned, nor read before the Auditors, (at 
| Mr. Gannings requeſt) but: onely a mutu+ 
all Promiſe paſſed to obſerve 'them ; and 
becauſe moſt of them fel] not-into pra- 
ctice, by reaſon that we never came'to a 
ſtrict Syllogiſticall Diſpute, (which was 
chiefly aimed at in thoſe Articles) we will 
not inſert them into this Preſace,. . Theſe 
| onely ate to be mentioned , iz. that the. 
+ - Piſpu- 
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The Preface. 

Diſputants being preſent, the whole Con- 
ference was to bein writing , to prevent 
all paſſion in the. Diſputants to avoid 
all doubtfulneſs in what was anfwered, or 
replied; and to remove alktergiverfati- 
on from what was once aſſerted: no Per- 
ſons preſent in the Conference were to in- 
terrupt the Diſpute by ſpeaking ; no, not 
the Diſputants themſelves, without. cont- 
ſent on both parts, but the: Arguments 
were to beread-by a third Perſon before 
the Auditory, and then given to the ad- 
verſe Party to anſwer , and after every 
reading, the Papers were to be figned: by 
both Parties. 3 HETN 1G 1-71 2 

This Conference, in the firft entrance, 
was intended to be the work of no more 
then one day;and might in one have been 
concluded, had the Diſputants fallen to a 
Syllogiſticall Diſpute upon the Queſtion 
it ſelf, at their firſt meeting. But the Pro- 
teſtant Diſputants interpoſing another 
indirect difficulty , asa diſpoſall to the 
main Queſtion (and that out of form) 
about the Definition of Schiſme , which 
the Romane Defendants ſuppoſed at 
firſt (being a matter ſo well known) 
might in few lines have been difpatched ; 
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The Preface. 
| and by reaſon of a 'new Definition of 
Schiſme delivered by the -Proteſtants, and 
their eager defenſe of it, and their refu- 

/ ing to returne preſently ro the dire&* 

/ Queſtion, when it was offered them by 

| their Adverſaries , who ſent them .their 

: firſtSyllogiſme of the main Queſtion in 

' writing the -frit day , (as appears- in the 

; Conference) it grewto ſo large an ex- 
tent, that neither-a few lines, nor dayes; 

- ner weeks, nor moneths could bring it to 

' aperiod, | | 

' When therefore they were engaged in 

| this looſe and diffuſed way of arguing; 
after tie two firſt dayes meeting, the Dil> 
putants (being. hindered by their reſpe- 

+ tive occaſions) ſealed up the Papers; and 

* by. mutuall conſent. deferred . the next 

| meeting till after Whirſontide : when be- 

| ing again aſſembled, they accorded to 

! give Coppies each to other of their ſeye- 
\rall Readings,the fame day that they-read 

/ their Papers before the Auditory, and to 
appoint each day they met , the time of 
/their next meeting, to the end they might 

' , compole their Anſwers. and Replies in 
| 7 abſence; and at the day deſigned read 
; them.in each others preſence betore four 
EE 0. K-43. or-. 
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The Preface. 
or five- Perſons of worth and learning, of 
either part, who--might witneſſe what 
fled in thoſe meetings. 1þ 
The Conference thus digeſted was car- 
ried on fairly and orderly tor many meet- 
ings , there beinga proneneſſe on both 
fides, to render a-mutual ſatisfaction; and 
all occurring -difficulties and mifunder- 
ſtandings were ealily compoſed. But the 
Conference arriving to a large extent, 
and no means being found to reſtrain , ot 
finiſh it, though many were propoſed ; 
and both Parties profeſſed a firong deſire 
to bring it to a ſpeedy iflue , it was at laſt 
concluded, as followeth. 
July 7*b- 1657, 

i. To thoſe Papers this day given in 
abent the Formalis ratio, and to thoſe to 
come about Firmilian from the other. party, 
we of the Church of England nll returne 
cne Anſwer , to wkich we will permit thera 
to give 1s afterwards a final Anſwer with 
xt our Reply, | 

2. To thoſe Papers which are given in 
wrto us, of Authorities, we will Reply, by 
bringing in ours and anſwering theirs , to 
which our Reply we will expect their An- 
ſmer, and aft erwards return onr finall Re- 
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The Preface. 

ply, wrelout any mori Papers fran them ro 
follow in'that particular ono 
+3, Within fone tint time after this, we 
| will diſpute this matttr abowt the Definiti- 
! ons in two dayer, by ftrift Syllogiſmes , or 
| more; aiiboth fider ſhall agree; and within 
1 ſome thtde time aftte this "we wilt diſpare 
rhe @xeſtion ir ſelf , whether party are 
: guilry of Schifme; - by frift Syllogiſmes 
” written, and ſo the Anſwers, © | 
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} Diſputatun taken ont of their own Papers 
: reſpeftwvoely. .. 9G” 7 | 

F This Agreement was ſigned by 

both parties. | 

| The next meeting, (as was before agre- 
ed) was to be the Txe/day three weeks af. 
* ter the Te/day next following our for- 
7 mermeeting,which was-done accordingly, 
1 In this meeting were read the Papers of 


7 inſtance of Firmilian: which being ended, 
+ | Mr, Gunning entreated the ſaid. Defen- 
5 - dants before the Auditory ; to tend him 
0 2 for two orthree dayes the fair Copy of 
; | the Proteſtants Papers, to which the Ca- 
4 tholiques anſwered. that day , that he 


X : might 
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4. 1n concluſion of all, each may write a 
' Recapitalation of the Sum and State of the 


}the Roman Defendants in anſwer to the. 
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The Preface. 


might get them writ out for his.own uſe... 


Thoſe were delivered to him , and being 
required back ſome eight or ten dayes af- 
ter , heexcuſed the return of them, be- 


cauſe (as he alledged) he could .nottinde | 


a Scribe to write them over. Which from 
time to. time -being. often demanded - of 
Mr. Gunning, he ſti]l retained,,upon pre- 
tenſe of the former excuſe, of not being 
able to get a ſcribe, till Zanwary 4h. 
1657. as his letter of that Date teſtifies, 


with which he ſent them; that is about © 


five moneths after they. were lent him, 

when he onely borrowed them ( as we 

ſaid) for three or four dayes. | 
The Catholique Defendants having 


thus given in a compleat Anſwer to all 


the Papers of. their Adyerſaries, and they 


being indebted to. the Catholiques -2 L rx 


whole Reply to that Anſwer, they began 
to read the firſt part of their Reply the 
next week , but they gave then no Copy 
of that Reading to the Catholique party, 
(as it had been agreed) yet promiſing-to 


. giveit in ſpeedily, it was: born withall , 


and one of the Roman Diſputants, who Fi 
lived far from the City ; propounded- to © 


the others, and to the Auditory , that 
2 3 tnter 


vs 


. 7 Winter coming on, and bi health not 
1 able to endure many Winter Journeys, he 
2 might have the favar toibeexcuſed from 
 Jbeaog preſent at their Readings, appoint- 
1 ing 0ne there preſent; for bs Deputy: in 
3 timeof hisabſence. This equal requeſt was 
* | granted; and accor the next- read- 
þ ing was performed: but wm. 


F C nn rata ary, more then 
be prefent at the Sa receive the 
Papers read. : Mr. Gazing took occafion 
Þpoan this pretenſe to revoke his former 
Tonceſlion, and abſolutely to require' the 
'Þreſence of the faid abſent Diſputant; re- 
folving to read” no:more without him : 
alledping for his reaſon , that his friends 
perſwaded him , -not to proceed other» 
Fiſe: And when he was minded by a let- 
er, of his promiſe ,.he anfivered that he 
vas induced to promiſe it. much ys 
is 
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The Preface. 

his will by the motion of that Diſputant ; {31 
to which it was replied, there was no'cauſe | at 
given him/'to- do/ any thing againſt his | 0! 
will, when therewas no force:uſed ; buta 4 W 
reafonable requeſt propounded, 'and'pre- | V< 
ſently as fuch reputed, and granted with- }W 
out any demonſtration of difficulty "(alt 7 6 
things conſidered). either by him'or thoſe Jth 
of hisParty-in- the Audicory.:::And the |}! 
refolution of their doubt: propounded to 7 
the ' Deputy in''time' of that ''reading, /? 
might eaſily have been cleared by a few ! 
lines from Mr. Gxx.-to the other Catho- +7 
lique Diſputant;whojwasin-Town. Theſe }/? 
things tohave paſſed in: this manner be- ? 
twixt os, is manifeſt:fromionr mutuall |; 
Letters ſent and received, from Septens- | 
ber to December ,, which we are ready to * 
ſhew to any one, who 'ſhall deſire the $1 
peruſall of them for their ſatisfaction. F 

Though therefore we might in rigour Þ 
have kept him to_ his promiſe , yet to } 
avoid all difficulties;:and put a ſpeedy dif. 4 
patch to the main buſineſs,the abſent Dif. 
putant was content to-yield ,, and makea 4 
Winter Journey of ſome dayes, to afford 3”? 
his preſence at the Conference : but with 307 
this Provi/e, that their whole Anſwer to 7 
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T he Preface; 


 J all the Papers which they had of oursyn- 
 { anſwered(which, were three parts of four) 
; 1 of «the. whole Conference , .and. all fair 
|; 4 written out, ſhould be . ready to. be- deli- 
; ] vered unto. us the ſamedayes the _— 
; | were held; and that the appointing the 
| | tize and place.of -reading,, ſhould 'bein 
; {che power of the Romane Diſputancs for 
ou ſecurity. . To all which Mr. Gzmning 


. " þ 54 \. w % 
3 fin his Letter, dated December the third,to 


# 


l * 
RſaidDiſputant would be preſent at Chriſt- 
amas ; which gave Mr.. Guning a forth- 
Fights.more time then he required, - He 
Tame to Town accordingly upon New- 
ears day :. and the ſecond of 7annar 
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ſ. Frritto Mr. Ganzing , in the words fol. 
(. Jowing. 


2 } SIR, Icertife you by theſe, that 1 am 
rd #nreadineſs, according to my promiſe, to go 
th forward with the Conference , and to; hear 
ro ow long expetted Anſwer , and to _ 
all J About 
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The Preface. I 
about time plate, and other eironmſtances:; | 
providid thar'you ſend us: preſently the Pa- | 
pers which you borromedof' me four moneths | 
ago, and whereof you have a'Coppy of yowur + 
owh writing in" your bands , and that the | 
ether Papers which you have read , be deli- © 
vered into on} bands the firſt day of "0p © 
meerMy, (if notbrfive ) whith-we nench d6- | 
fire, figwed by you, before you read any mores, | 
nd” that-you oblige your: felf mnnder Your © 
hand to hwve the full anſwer to all our Pa- | 
pers not yet anſwered by you , -as well to the © 
proof-of the Definition, as to the Formal rea- * 

fon, Firmilian , &e.)). and hept in your | 
hands, ready tobe vead, as:we frall appoint © 4 
the dayes , before any reading be expetted {70 
fromus. To this Taefire your anſwer by | ( 
this Bearer , and ſhall proceed accordingly. * St 
Concerning \ other matters we - ſhall have 7 
more octaſion to treat very ſuddenly, 1 YA 
reſt, &c. January 2. 1657. ' © #- 

To which he anſwered the: fourth of 7 
fanuary, 1657. as followeth. | 
\ SIR, Attena clock on Saturday Ire- } 
ceived a Letter from you. T fend you the #? 

Papers which were borrowed of you. What 

Jou mean'by all:the conditions you 1wpoſe up- 

on me, before (as you ſay) 1 be admitted to E* 


read 
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The Preface. 
reathany more; T underſtand not; nor whince 
' z that Authority of admitting me , or not. 
_ admitting me, as you pleaſe ; and of \condi- 
3} tions ſo decretorily preſcribed me by you, bee 
1 fore debate whether they be reaſonable or no. 
' Af youpleaſe tolet me know,where I'may 
1 ſpeak with you, of that you call my being ad- 
1 mitted, or not admitted toread any more + 
7 that I may know to unaerſtand you, and you 
2 me, 1 ſhall agree with you about the time, 
2 aud place, and other circumſtances of our 
7 Reading; which 1 hope will tend more toward 
3 the iſſue of the Controverſie depending* then 
: this way of preſcription from one to the other. 
7 1 ſhall nat fail to ſatufie what ss reaſonable 
4 | tobe defired;, and tothat Iam in readineſs 
2 (as T have been long ſince) and ſtill remain, 
= Sir, your very humble ſervant. P.Ganning 
2 Andby wayof Poſtſcript on the other 
ZLeaf of his Letter, thus; Sir, The other 
Page I wrote unto you on Saturday night, 
Fhe hour when 1 received your Letter , but 
' Knew not how to ſend to you, where you were, 
3 T defrre to ſpeake with you (now that the 
7 welfth-day ts ſo near ) on T hurſday morne, 
#7, when 1 will either come my ſelf alone. 
Exbere Jeu appoint me; or of you pleaſe to 
Kecome tomy lodging , 1 will be within , that 
Þve may better agree upon all conditions. 
a My 
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The Preface; 


_ Finſt, That we meet to rea every other 
Wedneſday till our. Coxtrover fie be fimſoed. 


2.'T hat when my Readings have fimſhed. : 


an Anſwer to the Papers you gave us at once 
and together, then you receive from #ts', all 
tranſcribed and ſigned by us togerher , our 
Anſwer to yours delivered to us together (if 
firſt ſogned by you, which yet they are not. ): 
Jan. 4th. Your friend and fervant, 
I657. Peter Gunning. 


Whereto the other rendred this Anſwer, | * 


few ſheets of. paper; defeyyed to ſtrdt ns your | - 
| Anſwer * 


: 
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The Preface. 
Anſwer vead; for many winks, anid no (wall 
mb ev of Winirhe 1 Mower lt wor rhbre 

| 1 De JOurAſOvs raked In 3ipars uf 
; 7 weexattof you buth whnwwot hMaveahvayes 
/ 


A 
b> 
is} 
& 
i 
Ly 
ID 
He 
v 


} done 10 you, and both did in the beginning\, 
| Andeach party kpreea to; a1 fit" 0 be\dne3 


af 
1x PIO, VIIPPB ef Donations be completed 
| For Þ'\nfenH ar riereby "10 afſyint any 
; HAnthority 16 myſelf of either admitting #Þ 
. © not admitting you” but preſwined that the 
? 7 Abit on 6th\fpder world be fo juſt, as to 
1% Olly add CoflivionFob/erved ber ined 
a | POE they admit efrben" of "Mie" to prozeent 
| Seeing therefore ws have pebpetmitily\, as © 
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| Nowwerd Jive fimatite whip ay wentin. 
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2 = cording to conditions , given # compleat"an= 
| f A we to all Jour Papers "\ ant let "You have 
preſently: hin heating a full Coppy if our 
Anſwers; PAM nething of the Andito. 
Fries YebH#l8 of en8efvni an Obtiration from 
Joru + writing,of doluff the Bike to us;tre your 
Feading proceed further, 

F What .yors ſay inthe ſecond page'of your 
_ -Pifh, Pikes meintd wonder, that after 1 
BOY TFR YwPbje” of mine , that 7 
nil Ye2t Dbr PAS Ie aiÞ ts ft xy long from home, 
" Mr bet: hke #iany long Winter Jour- 
ens ; Torrequire, that Readings may be 
we a 2 held 
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The Preface. 


held every other Wedneſday, till the Comtre- 
werſie be ended ; and that tet to be done, ( as 
You ſignified. before) without 1 be preſent. 
Truly Sir, you ſeem to think. of nothing bat 
our own conveniences, and bave no regard | 
go thoſe of your friends: For by this means you © 
for Jour part, after you have had. a JA 
Jears lame to prepare an Anſwer to. ſane of 
our papersant 1 aria ans moneths fox the. 
reſt, you yet demand a forthnights refpre for 
every reading of yours , and would oblige us 
pon a. forthnights warning to begin” the 
reading of eur, Anſwer, ( after yours in part 
onely ts read} 'and. foto continue 'tillst be 
ended...Cangen poſſibly think, or.any ration 
wall man, that there 3s apy equality in this? 
And yet I wonder wore to ſee you here re | 
quire determinately {6 many forthnights, © 
when#n your Letter tome, Decem. the 39. * 
you left it whally. zo my determination, to ap- * 
point the.time, (when T will.) Onur defire | 
therefore 14, that ſeeing you are yet ſo unrea* |} 
dy with your Anſwer, after ſo long a time t0 | 
prepare it , that you require ſtill ſo many 4 
forthnights more to abſo(ve.it , that you |} 
would determine how mugh ting Jnomllres | 
quire to compleat. the whole. Anſwer. ta-the * 
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proofs of the Definition , Formall Reaſon, 2; 
Firmilian , ad all that you have tn your ® 
hands, © 


The Preface. 


hands ;, and I will not fail, (God willing } 
tobe preſent, when you let me nyderfland, 
that alt ir'ready, that in a ſhort time all-may 
be'vend. Sir, Theft things T Beſeech you to 
confider ', and to morrow betwixt eight and 
nine of theclock,, I will either come with 
my fellow Diſputant , or ſome one of my 
; friends to your lodging , or defire yonr pre= 
': ſence in another not far from you, with Mr. 
2: Peirfon, oy, Oly, if you pleaſe, but ns 
: other. Sir, Yours, &e, 

/ Jan. 6b. 1657, 

: : TheſeLettersthus ſent., and received, 
* upon the day-appointed-we met,” and 
A py rae Eg. 6 ne upori 
F ewas mentioned: in rhe Grid Difpu- 
- tantsLetter of the 6b: of 'Zarmary , viz. 
- That they ſhould"every forthnight prepare 
G 2 as mach as would ſuffice for oze reading ; 
P- ! and whey, - according- to this-proporiion of 
7 preparing , thei whole Anſwer was ready 
4 to all our Papers  nhanſwered” and ready to 
#8 be"given us fair written the ſame day they 
3 read them, they ſhould let that Diſputant 
7 know it, and he would preſently come 1oT own, 
re | andbe preſent at the Conference. Things 
the | * thus compoſed, he returns again'into the 
on," Countrey, and expe&s to be calſed by tlie 
*Z Opponents within ſome competent time. 
a 3 He 
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T he Preface. 


He remained in the Countrey till the be- 
ginning of. Lepk, ;as.ſyppoſing, that then 
at lealt their. Anſwer .taight bein ar 
nels. Preſently after.he artived, Mr. Guys 
ving being acquainted withit by a friend, 
writ to the other in this manner. , _- ;; 

Mr. Gunnings Letter « Februn the 

27+ IQSF ory ho, Ob 

Sir; 4 E non brig FY rink AE y chat 
Jonare inTowny an Adcfringane th: _ 
unto you. T his briefly. T am glad to beat 
oa are well, and ſhall be by ſee Jon, FE 
T0 0HY buſi nefs. 1 abide 1 13 0HY laſs Agreement; 
which was, uhagt eirherae meet cue ather 
Vicdne/#apitt pd hon yenronuAlione ref 
pexmit agoghat;in: i Tomo; 16:5 th 4-309 ofivr 
pet till T ſenttyau word tht d vane Triniiy 
finiſped what I will do + which ral be\f 
ſoon as 1 can : nor do I forget it, or mea te 
{et at ſleep... Fox beſide ay. allegationof MY. 
Any ather baſin es; + Phevrfice laſt. pigeon 
Jeu. a0t equally, enjoyed wit health 


Prength 4 before, divers Ways, whoxeh 7” £ 


have had enough tv ao, to bear up tomy 2 
Ligue buſineſs. Tet to you, as a Perſon ,, 0 
whom | lies, expettation of ſome diſputaties 

with HOAX. , Adverſaries hene \i(-as : yore toll 
me, and'l believecand Traiy aefare): Lmake 
this friendly -mation.; that fince lf Fnapien 
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The Preface. 


| g6-6xpetied from: you and your Adverſary, 


- may have.(in the mean while ; till this 
ate ay of diſcourſes by > Bpohg 
A \dayes Whiting and ven: 

wiſhed: which indeed ss writing wh Bnks, 
rather then diſputing ) a ſtrift, and properly 
called Diſpatation ,. and as you deſired by 
\ preſent $ 7Ulogiſmes and Anſwers, aud that 
| "by your and my "preſent writing dow" 
| Yoore ftroeily SyRogefme and. Anſwer ( and 
' that either with, or without any ſecond 3&0. 
And then names Tranſubttantiation and 
| Saffvieacy of ſole Scripture to be proved | 


' ' bytradition for his queſtions. ' 


In this Letter Mr.'G.*miſtakes'ou? faſt 
; agreement , viz. by omitting: the' main. 
Point conditioned betwixtnsin it ," Thar 


| he had obliged hinfelf to- dropare every fort- 


night as macho his Anſwer, as wonld ſuf- 
fice for one whole R coding; and that beings 


| done, toſendche abſent Piſpurant wor a, 


when he was really.” 
To which Anſwer was returned Marth 


the firſt, as followeth. 
| f 


Mr. Gunning, 1 received Yours cf the 2h 


: of February the laſt night , for which T 


' render you many thanks. As to the maiy 


: m5 which you' (moſt properly )'eall or 


| Pufineſs, my deſires and reſolutions are to pe= 
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The Preface. 

bt in that, which you mention , as onr laſt 
agreement , namely to expett, untill yow | 
ſexd me word, that you have wholly finiſhed | 
your Anſwer to all our Papers, which have | 
remained in your hands fince Auguſt; - aud 
that your Coppies of your. Anſwers be like- 
wiſe, ready to be delivered unto us at the 
ſame time that you read your Anſwers : 
, which 1 hope will.(now at leaſt ) be effetked 
; within a very ſport time, T h1s done, it ſhall 
clearly appear ,that as my friend and Thave 
wot, ſo we will not put any delay to the Work, 
but haſten to accompliſh what was agreed 
betwixt your ſelf and 21r. Peirſon on your 
part, and our ſelves on ogr part. So that 
thus Diſputation, which hath ſo long depend- 
ed, and hath been ſo much expetted , m, 
come to a more ſpeedy concluſion, and be oak 
liſhed for the ſattfattion of others. 

As to your friendly motion, my Anſwer 
5, That untill onr preſent Diſputation be 
ended, and made publique , I am reſolved 
210t to engage in any other Queſtion , becauſe 
J conceive it will be a further hinderance to 
the proſecution of the buſine(s begun, (you 
having already ſo little time, as Tperceive 
by your Letter, to beſtow upoy it ) and will 


Likewiſe be interpreted by others an unwil- 


lingneſſe on ine fide, to bring this fun- 
; aamentall 
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q damimtall Ducſtion' to' an Iſs 


! And now Sir, give meleave tobe free 


] with you without offence, It is very true 
1 that 1 did affirm the world to be in expe- 
} ation of ſome Diſputation from 14. But 


YL 


2 in this Tintended no other then the expeHas. 


7 tion they have of onr drawing the Dneſtion 


1 already begun to a ſpeedy concluſion + and 
3 which being well ol ry will ſoon make the 
1 world ſee(which ts the thing I ſolely aim at) 


" I whether in other points our Church, or your 
3 Party 6b2.to be followed, This expettation 
: and the effeRt of it will, 1 conceive, br fru- 


” Prated by eny negleling the proſecution of 
thu, to enter upon other © neſtions', which 
we neſt not admit of, leſt we therein ſeems 
to contr aaitt our ſelves, who bave ſo long, 
fo [ollicitouſly,ſo frequently urged and preſ- 
Ted you, that you would be willing to haſtew 


V 
WJ. 


| Fogive the world fatisfaftion ; and who- 


Dave expreſſed owr own zeal to give thus (a- 
$1ofaftion, bynever having been guilty of 
Tone cnlpable delay, or dilating onr ſelves in 
ariting at any time,more then was preciſely: 
meceſſary,as will appear when what ts writ=: 


Trew'on both ſides ſhall'be pernſed by others. 


But if you and Mr. Peirſon do'either- 


+ for want of time, or for other reaſons,which 
7 are-not toby diſcovered , difincline to pro- 


a. 5; ceed: 


The Preface. 
ceed further, or to procaeh with that feed, 


as the nature, of the work, requires du'4his 


buſineſſe; 1 ſeall beſeech you ro peak; your 
ſerſe fi f ecly, that 1 May be u9olonger gulty- 


of urging that upon you, which ſhall be un-. 
gratefwll.' And if. you foal pleaſe to intt- 
rate this to be Jour meaning, 1 ſpall bums 


s , bh 


bly reſt. content. with\whas bath; Already 


paſſed betwixt us. And. foall-not 'a, , L 
but even this will in ſome meaſure give (a- 


tisfattion to.others when they read ite T hus. 


4 reſt, &Ce 4 3A March the firſt, Y | 65 $, : 


+ To which-receiving.no anſwer.inſome- 


dayes, we Jopnaly writ.angthier Letter to 
our Adyerſaries, Prefling them. to a ſpee- 
dy and diret-Anſwer : wherein firſt we 


made a rehearſall of what had paſſed, and 


is already mentioned in the former Let- 
ters,tel)tng them that then eight moneths: 


had paſſed. ,- ſince-they received 'our; laſt: 


Papers, &c. and then added: the words. 
followiug, viz. Onely this we muſt crave 


le ave to minde you of that inthe beginning 
of this Conference one of you, namely Adv. 
Gunning; 4s pleaſed to aljndge it reaſs-. 


able, that although we then had: agreed 
not to publiſe this preſent C ontroverfes'to 
the world, but nupcn joynt conſent, yet if es 


ther Party were guilty of & culpably neg-. 


- 

p 
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1 1:8, or delay, at any time, in the.profecuts- 
4 on of the buſineſſe , the other Party ſhonld' 
} beat liberty to print. Let the world.\and 
y- 71 alljuſt menjudgebetwixt us,whether Par- 

. } ty havebeen gmilty of culpable delayes in 
= 1] this Aﬀair. And yet notwithſtandi»g your 
1 /o many atlayes and put offs, (which caſt. 
3 the whole guilt upon your heads and your 
1 cauſe) we daily finde, that we are thronely 
3 [ufferers; your Party continnally erning 
4. 7 up you as vittorions, and arcrying as 

# baffled and 'worſted'; ant as mt "durivg 10 - 
- 2 cometo-anifſnein tbirg Year [Omrover es | 
t And this whon no other rOunt gn rg 
. 4 #merſtand, then for thar'ws have FOR 20S 
 * many months ei ill and ſilent, Map , 
| + that we ſhould prejudice your repmtation;by - 
# diſcovering the matter of faft, according 4g. 
4 ah,” But fnce we finde this Way Þ 
'# p ejudiciall to d#r TuſÞ-and holy Canſe; you 
# muſt now givt nt leave td be '0arefult, (hab 
4 God and his (hurch ſuffer nv ary. OTPY 
# diſgraces or diſadvantages ſorver ſpalt fall 
2 npon our awn private perſons ,' we KG welt 


; bear. But when prejudices full #pou the. 


: Church of God, which we have polyer th 
prevent, wi know you will hold: Av g 
n in Duty and Conſcience to preſer 


*Y 


3 in honour to the #tmaſt of 'onr powly.” 
have. 
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have therefore thought it neceſſary to- make 


this onr laſt requeſt unto you ;, in 'which we , | 


earneſtly deſire you, that we may receive all. 
your Anſwers to all eur Papers. now-remain= 
#ug with you unanſwered, within a fortnight 
from this day at the furtheſt : aud that un 
default thereof you will not take it ill , that 
we proceed for the juſtification of our Canſe, 
and that truth which we are reaay to 
defend, to let the world know , who they are 
who have appeared dilatory , and unwilling 
$0.come to a (ull ang clear Iſſne inthu buſi= 
elſe, wherein all, men are concerned. -f 
within the time, which 'we here prefix, you 
will pleaſe to ſend as, or either of us notice 
under your hands that all your Anſwers are 
ready to all our Papers yet remaining with 
you unanſwered ,, trgether with Copies of the 
fame to deliver unto us, we ſhall (according 
to the juſt and reaſonable power allcwed. un= 
29-48, by your ſelves for our own ſecurities ) 
appoint the place and time, when and where 
we wilh attend the receiving and hearing 
thews But if you ſhall ft5ll delay, we ſhall 
ceaſe. tom being further importune. We 
++ dy 
\..-This Letter we put into the hands of a 
Worthy. Friend , to deliver it when he 
found afit occaſionf: who not finding Mr. 
Bake. nn_ = Gunning 
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Gunning at home, was'conſtrained to. 
| Akeep it many dayes,, andat laſt delivered 
Zitupon Good Friday,and datedit accord- 
angly. 

L "34 this Letter, Apri/ 14.1658.Mr.Gus.. 
awrit in anſwer a Letter of 6, pages in-fobso, 
And fo is too long tobe inferted in this 
mall Preface. In this Letter he firſt com- 
-Þlains that it was giver him os Good Fri- 
#7. Weanſwer that it had been written 
any dayes before, as that Worthy Per- 
Jon can teſtihe,, who badit/in his hands, 
and had marry times,endeavoured to de- 
Aiver it: the date whereof we teft to: be 
Inſerted by him; becauſe it required a fort- 
'pights time after the delivery, to prepare 
;ahemſelves for their full anſer.Secondly, 
*he affirms, that the conditions at firft 
ere to write and anſwer in preſence; and 
*#hex he, who ſhould be in euſpable delay, 
Was to yield a freedom of printing to the 
@her Party. Weanſwer, that this wri- 
ig in preſence was broke off by them. 
Elves the ſecond day of meeting , their: 
Authorities coming in ſo late at: night, 


£3 
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; 
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thac there: was. no: time: left to anſwer: 
them , (asthe whole Auditory knows: ) 
4nd after that wehad agreed to write in: 
IÞlence; and readin preſence, Mr. Gun- 


mug 


The Preface. 1 
zu repeated this freedom for. printing | 
re the Auditory. Thirdly , that by 


t 

'f 

writing in abſence, we might have fourty 7 
t 

P 


70 help us againſt them two. Anſwer, May 
not we ſay the ſame ofthem > Who had : 
more to help them, -and greater freedom } 
to haye recourſe to others, we or they,let F| 
the world judge: and what.help we. had 
from others, Perſons of worth know, and 
can teſtifie. Fourthly, That the Readings 2 
grew to be of many houxs. Anſwer. Who | 
occafioned this by diverting the-queſtion, & 
and proceeding:ouvof form!; bur they > 
As appears above, 'and page t, 2.:of this, 
Treatiſe. . Fifthly-,* 1» one Reading neither Þ, 
of the Romane Diſputants appeared. An- hc 
ſwer. One appearedby his ſubſtitute, who 
was-before accepted to ſupply kis place by 
them ; andthe other -was accidentally þ, 
bindered againſt bis intention. '' Secxthly, þ 
They agreed not to meet and read at Chriſt- * 
94s. Anfwer, Mr. Grnning promiſed to 4 
be ready a fortnight before Chriſtmas, as | 
appears by his Letter of Decem. 34 above | 
cited : and his Adverſary writ , 'that at 
Chriſtmas he would be there-to attend on | 
him. Seventhly , That -:hey had many the 
other and more principall matters in hand, | 
then thts was, Aniwer, And why m_ [ 
Fey. > 


1 'F'be: Preface. 
I theytbink, ctharwe bad notalio 2:orhow 
I knew they. webad not: '35s muth.- as they ? 

) I Th6ſe who know our affairs-can witnelle, 

Y Ithat.many other important controverſies 
Ipaſſed under our hands at that very time ; 
Lyet-neither of ns were doput aflay to this, 

© Tby redſon of them; :becariſe none Wereſo 

publiquely known [and expedtedzobe. tis 
Aniſhed as this; Eightly;He exouſe&ius not 
Kliſpatching in:ſd -meny mone;hs time his 
FAndrerto-our;Paperswhich the bad :not 
* Yum wikbbeirequiradeb ahma.tha 


3dr hority of tho-Fovedn Lit eral omnced] 


er Saud: theilappofotion of 26ke2 Grerh- Chrerch 
avainſtthem. Anſwer, Theſe two points 
30 ould not hinder the: ſpeddy. diſpatch of 
bathe had to:anfivers, 26irahehad 
ly Sþcfornithisgiven3ns laſbaptwbroſaccords 
Is +0:0ur former-agrofinens) [bo therth 
{- Þoth,as appears im tlusTreatile;:from p. 
352. to:p: 367. and from p. 605. top. 
0:2. where they arefully handled. Ninth- 
&, He objects Qur refuſall of a Diſpute in | 
Þrm upon ſome dthet Quettions.' Anfw. 
Why propounded:he not to have one: of 
ths of Schifſme ? Why thisintermitted to. 
$0.to others? Who would: not have. 
 Rondemned us both. of -levity and back- 
2 EO GETS _ 


EIN 
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wardneſs to proceed in our Queſtion be. 
gun? thediſpatch whereof wasſo much 
expeRed by both Parties. Tenthly./ But, 
fayes he, it would onely. have taken up 
two dayes, beingin form. Anſwer. A | 
likely matter, that four main Queſtions, ' 
one of Tranſubſtantiation,; the other of 7 
the Ancient univerſall tradition- about 'y 
the Sufficiency of ſole Scripture appoitit- # 
ed by him; and two others correſpon- # 
dent to theſe to be nominated by us,could @ 
be diſpatched intwodayes,unlefſewehad Þ! 
made morehaſte then good iſpeed.:; Sees ® 
he not, that. in histwo Queſtions(and the 'W: 
fame might have been of ours) the Argu- ©« 
ments muft be brought to Authorities > i) 
and thoſe muſt be ſought in Books, com. Wc 
pared with other Authours and places 3 Þ,; 
&c. andtoidifpatch, to any mans fatisfa- 'W! 
Aion ſuch four Queſtions in two dayes,to. 
us is a Paradox. ' But ſuppoſe they might: 
bave been brought to-an. Iſfue in two. Þ 
dayes, what certainty was there, that they #- 
would be? Does henot confeſſe in this his #* 
Letter, that our preſent Queſtion wasin- #?) 
tended to have been in form, and decided #* 
in oneday? And yet.it happened to be Þ#% 
of many moneths. Why might not Syl-. Þ* 
logiſtical} form have been prevented in. 4 
: [4 0 ele, T 
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be. 7 | ſe, as well as inthis> And ſo once en- 
ich Wagedin theothers, we muſt have: bidden 


F arew2l4-rothis, till they wereconclu 
Ss being then in: band ;;\ant-before hes 
Sme- new ones © might liave been - pro- 


ns, 'Younded, the old ones being grown large, 
of gd ſo we ſhould chave' madean end of 
ut q = | | | 
it- # Theſe be the chief material Heads of 
n- is long letter,;(as will appear toany one 
Id Sho will take the pains to read it) to 
ad Which we hope to have given ſatisfaction. 
es #} In our former Letter , to. which this 
1e Was an anſwer,we mentioned ſomeſiniſter - 
u- Keports, which by.reaſon of this:long:de- 


5 A d he cleared us from them, and himſelf 


- 
a 


 @edibly reſtified! 
Ws, by ſome of our Adverſaries friends, 


@uv RA 


w t (D_ Gang 


4 Pena were - 
dto be (given out againſt 


Epncerning which we writ toMr.Ganving, 


Hom the knowledge of them, in his Let- 
tr dated December 3. 1657:laying, 1 deny 
pat ever it came from me,or my aſſiſtant;or 
from any that had it from us,or either of us, 
# word of all that in the beginning of Jour 


Wetter,vit.T hat we are ſo victorious againſt 
30 , that we cannot ger an) Paper F f rai 
$02,907 prevail with you to proceed ,, on that 

+ aſſiſtant and you are worfted > never 4 


ſ1llable 
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ſyllable of this eamexwrront bf my maighil [x 
friend or foe,nbr everudia 3 core ro my ary] 
Jour 'Levter-baimgrolia fleſt; yea, onbLy reps A 
deriof any ſuch jenſs: _ ever heard of Hes 
'Thys Mr. G:1:Net-igfioſe reports grewo ts 
andencreafed ſo far, thatlit was common- 
iy bruited and believed by Proteſtants, 
that our unreadineſs and backwargnels ir} 
anſwerih}., was: the: ſoleicauſe that'thidh 
KLonference; was: notbroyghttoan iſſue, WW 
6ceing: therefore, there was: no hopes taYet1 
arriveto a quick dif patch by this manne1Yob 
of Mr.Gnnings anſwering our Letters, wot 
importuned him again, ſofar, that if wit] Wa 
inafootnighthewerenctteaty,as as befor 
jancd;\ wewerereſolved) copubliſh i 
whar had: been pleeadyadonid2: ard be a4 
gain profered to have'a Reading ev 

Fortnight, upona very fall report, tha 
the ſaid Diſputant had hisabode in Town; 
when he was at that yery-time' ready to 1 
return into the Counreyrandas he care | 
up, ſo\he remained, onely in orderto an ! 


py 


ILY | 


COS | 


1 
* 


accompliſhing of this Buſineſs. ThisLet- | e 
ter of his was dated Pune 15:b. 1658, Þ® 
which was fix months almoſt after Chriſt- ®C 
maſle: and above'three quarters of a yeat 9 
after he had the remainder of 'our Papers Þ , 


inhis hands({ome ſmall number of _— 
to anſwer. Ya'9 i 


none ;/ provided: $bet: the meeting might 
hide upon: Tneſdeyiaiothe: aa 'werksfol- 
 Þwing:that qur:Avpfuver.: .Buc:when our 
Fetter was carried c$0-hislodgiog,,he was 
a Yobe into the Counttey , and xeturned 
not for the ſpace ofabour a fortnight: 10 
h Fat our hopes were  frufirated fither of 
reMegktng Xrofitgceiying: dlyodaiverita 
(ape otburilens ; whichwadevstoap 
n\Þy out.{elves. ite; oder matiredfarsne 
rubliſbing of whdt-wathad of rabeConts 
aFpeice: But whileſ}-3ye weredevieweg 
n; Fpers; w8: perceived, 1that-ſome. part of 
Sc Papers :(mhereto! web anſwered, 
'@dhathinferted holtnfitheniophyino 
n @r Anſvyer) were maniing:;-a>Bevmng 
, en loſt: in; tranſporting them from one 
_ Paceto another ,j both 1m the Conntrey 
. @nd here: This we (ighified'in a Letter of 
: $2 23116585 defiringy that thoſe: Papers 
; ight with Mr; @1yings licenſe, beiwrits 
Knut of his Copies; at:our trouble and 
” charges, 


3 


$9.0 
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defired, thar our nititual! Papers might RE” 
ſigned when'we met And after that ina 


The P, ref; ces | - F 
charges,and promiſing faithfully to retureÞ bi 
er aoreal oomoen Foor da -to which 
he 'rendred a' negative -an © fade ry 
We after this reitetated onr: ni 


21 


al 


third Letter of Fuze 26> we required of $ 
him ſome other Papers of theirs, which ſo 
faras could be gathered froth our mutual} 
Letfers of 7 ar.2.74#.4/and' Ls 11,1657, 
werenever ſent us from them. 

Theſe three Letters'were delivered toi 


-a noble friend of ours , _ was my 


times at Mr. Gunnings lc ; Andie 
when hecoul riot findoliimar. mers] b 
deliver chets'to/ tilt, : after he had kept 8 
themabovea' monerh in-his'hands, re: 
fignedthem to' a friend of his to get an? 
occaſion to deliver them:, he himſelf be. & 
ing then to go into the —_ But F 
ſince that time the: Roman :Diſputant: Þ 
have neither underſtood 6fany ariſivverto Þ 
thoſe Letters,nor of the delivery of them: Y! 
Inthe' mean time, that Diſputant, yrho 4 
had in vaine expeted. alli this while, 3» 
from Leyt till 7aly, was forced to re- # 
tire; and being notable any: longer to | 2 
afford his preſence , tranſported his Pa- | 
pers, and committed them to the Frinc, Þ 
* 


YL 
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ts 5, "_ the limo of Perſons of 
N14 h at worth and integrity, . that Ley: can-, 
- Foe! uf Ree ted of AnpRiget , Or un- 


3. tlogver t ref their apers, 
7, NO ACTUL, herſoreat this. x Papers 
s by reaſon. th they either refuſedto 
a Cop' op PM AEIE bad agree- 
£0.40, one to the other, Or. 

F: 995 onny hea; ave. we! 
ol dy : pay 4g Was Fla Yet we rn Shae 

pug ; wehave' punctually anſwered to that 

art of thoſe Which miſcarticd, fo have. 
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} The Pheface. 

"Shelike. occaſion, which- we endeavour 
Fo alttifirate; party wr onr laſt: Kecapiry2 
$::42, and:partly:in our 7zdex': referring 
Þ! to the <quall Cenſureof every Chri- 
Sian Reader; | | 4 


1 


380 
y + 


"1 Some Obſervations for the Reading 
il | of this Treatiſe, 


g | "us the Figures which are cited of 
Y, the Pages or Fel. are referred to 
.\FÞe Papers written, not.to the. Prins, fave 
M me toward the end , which have the 
k word Prixt, added to them ; and thoſe of 
*\ the Recapirulation and Index , which are 
eferred to the Print. a 

P-4 E many times Sections, and 
Ly Sets begin with Referen- 
. Xs to what went before chem ; which are 


2 iÞ regard of the Authentical Papers,which 
I9 we would not alter. | 

y 2 3. That ſome References are made of 
" Things precedent or conſequent in di- 
7 yerſe places, which have reſpe& onely to 
 Wewritten Papers; and are often noted 
- Frith this mark * 


4, That 


oi, belonging to the firſt Sedtior 


about the word Voluntary, pag; 11..is ty 
be found: pag: 584. continued to pag.587] 
And their laſt Reply-and our Anſwe!; 
about the Notion of Schiſme , pag. 261 
is to. be found pag. 614. continued ty 
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Schiſme defined, &c. 


The Queſtion. 


ether theſe of the Roman Charch, 
or thoſe of the Engliſh Proteſtant 
Church be Schiſmatiques ? 


The firſt Chapter, 


Containing the Propoſition of the Que- 
's ſtion controverted ; and the fir{t 
Argument of the Proteſiant eppo- 
nents,for the diſproof of the Defint- 
tion of the Catholique Defendants, 


Ld 


SS CT:I, 


Proteſtants, 7. 


| He Church of England and thrſ* 
that abide in her Obedience ave 
not Schiſmaticall : But theſe 
1 commonly known under the noties 
& the Papacy, or Papiſts, in the Church of 
Rome, which condemn the Church of Eng- 
Band, and adhere to the Conncels of Lateran 
#14 Trent, are Schiſmaticall. 
i= - B The 


2 T he definition of Schiſm 


Catholiques 1, 
The Queſtion thus ſtated is accepted, 
| os LD) 7 is | 
Being to diſpmte of :$chiſme,ts it not meet, | 
that: Jou and we briefly define what 'is | 
$ chiſme. 4 
= ES ; --.| 
Yes. Schiſme-is a voluntary feparati- ! 
on of one part from the whole true vi- 
{ible Church of Chrift. L 
P. 3. | 2” 
Your Definition given we admit to be | 
true, as a Propoſition ; we think it may be 
thus more explicately defined. 
Schiſme ts any voluntary renting, 'or ſe= 7< 
parating our ſelves, or without ſufficient 
authority and ſufficient canſe, ſeparating, or Þ 
thruſting others, (which lies in us ) or alſo Gor: 
a cauſing, following , or allowing any ſuch | 
aforementicned ſeparation, from the unity 
ana commnuion of the one Bady of Chreſtor. 8 | 
of any true part of that Body, inthat which "So! 
every part ought ro ſupply towards other of Wt 
communion whether of Coordination or Sub- W- 
ordination veſpettively. T DE 
If you admit our Definition, we will 3 
proceed upon: it: and when. you, come = 
- 0 XZ 
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as / 


EAPY Nene! explicated.. 3: 


rodifpnre','if: you can make your Expli- 
cation” good, you Ry Joy upon it. 


| We ; did not yield, Wor Admit our Defini- 
; tion, H&R trace *convertible-De finition; and 
when pw; ot ropounded another more explicate 
Definition,” you call it onely: an Explication 
+ a Definition, which-4s another thing, We. 
Ahrow ſhew, why yours is not a Definition, 220V | 
re Deſcription , 7" we: would mor ' be nice 
rith:yog.” © 
: T 4 Paſtonr. that ackayey ſeparates 
Bore of bis Flock, by juſt Excommunication, 
nic »ot Schiſmaticall ,. and yet -it 
$4 voluntary Separation of one part from 
- whyle true viſible Church of Chriſt : 
4 Ergo, Jour £24 not a Defimtion, as taking no . 
rice of thruſting another ont of Command. 
p jnftly or july. 
JJCT Tf ogy Fi 4% 14 | 
4 In curDiſikie nt Schifme, Shan 
Hons; taken-for. ſeparation of -ones ſelf 
” os Fenty; and nora ſeparation of another 
'&y Exconmunication, whereby another 
| ſeparated patlively: _ _ _ 
V word | volwerary.” 


F 3. ; 
Þ And the word voluntary belps 208. your 
A B 2 Defim- 


4 T he definition of  Schiſme-- 


Definition to be- perfelt ; becauſe Sehavay | 

riou of anether attively way be &: Yolo || 
Far, 48 the fipars tion go ones fe _—_— j 

| Cor 


The word Mark is a 
gredient in. our definition of mois : 8 


tor he, who ſeparates another by -Excom- ! 
municationfrom the Church remains ugj= #: 
red tothe whole Church, and ſo cannet FF; 
himſelf be a. Schiſmatique ; and the. party ;| £ 
ſo excommunicated doth not exc an i6- | 0 
parate, but is pallively ſeparated. 1 '* 
Now to _ Jou. ſa , the word wiln- | be 
FAYY 15 4 Bece Ko] Nt 11. Jour: defi 7 
Jr of Schiſome, — WE: WErE 1 "NY } 
agreed that that's rat; but pore no? |} it 
ad oppeſitum : for we 1113 age down i 
the word voluntary to be. able to.helf yaur Mo 


definition to be perfett;\the perfettion 7 _ 
Jeararfunitiom. hiveg we niade: the queſtion : = " 
And aww yow reply, har chewordwolunta. | 
ry 3s neceſſ ary 10: ewter Joar defihition, that 
4s not 42 queſtion af all; owe toll 2 
pd voluntary brlped 00 a 1 Poibe | | h 
 perfeft. A thing may be ; ch 
Jet without ſemeriing Wes # 10 42 fo Þ 


fieient, 3F o: 
To YT” 


pots and eplcte 


7 ; DD as rave 
+ Torben. 
E bo qe. our 
= AY Fogetns. you weddtifiguiſhed ative 


afid ve en 'the former 
[=== be: Schiſmatical , - 
F cauſeiris: vo/nnroy, and ſup 


J perionfome "OO other -ry em 
.cthe Church, he who excommuni- 


cates cannot be by: force onely of excom- 
e_—_ another; Ani by the word 

volywrary we tneended:not. the perfettion 
of thedetnition. to-cokfifb\in i; bur co 
4+ make an -eſfeneialk difference boveroenc 
| Fadtvrand IS | 


© Iniht' mt before TOP 11937 
Wnt - JOROW\" Aa, Pct, #Dons thee word 
 voſontaty) Jouifhy ;"5v4 X Fe ur Fojoar 
Sr raſfon + For theves anoyen 109 diffing wih- 
Rd Ave int Paſſive Separation, te for- 
ver whereof ean-aely be $ chiſmaticall, þe- 
{rare ir 5s voluntary, and-uppoſes the per- 
3/6n ſane way on other” divided from the 
hureh , which he that - excommunieates 
6 411108 be by. forte 'onely of Excommunici- 
, $ tor." To all this we have already. ſpoken 
" jo plainly, That we as well as-you; (and 

B: 3-. there= 
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& The definitionof Schiſme ; 
therefore this 2s wot hintg againſt us) ds ins Z of 
 geiſord " rwiae witunrary ative ſeparation, et 
and involuntary paſſive; being ſeparated , BP: 
and imputed Sehifme:-onely'torhe former -in © ' 
our definition ,. and in'altvurxeplies. .But 


then we told you, that in unjuſt thrafting 4 > 


- others out of: the :Ghprcb, and that forkrep- 
ing due\'Catholique: Communion, the wnjaſt WP! 
attive' feparatiny of others ts as ;abHive.and iv 
voluntary ſurely altogether-, 'as he that ſt- 
 parates himſelf : Attive to anothers injury, 
and the more injurions., becauſe the mon Fo! 
ted perſon rrinvoluntary and grievedbyihns Wt 
- pleaſure. : We wonder, now #6'read; you; ſay- "We 
ing, That attsve: ſeparation: {wppoſetis the "P* 
perſon (ome way or. -other divided from the 8 
Church : whereas indeed: the attive ſepara- 
rour of himſelf is not ſuppoſed , but firſt be- lh 
comes divided by that -att. of ſeparating. ," Ft 
and the ative unjuſt ſeparatonr. of ethers, | 
(if for keeping due Catholique Commuini- "RC 
en) thereby divides himſelf alſs. » 
We never ſaid or thought ,” that he wha 
excommunicates,.can be a Schiſmatique by 
force onely of excommunicating another : | 
Jea, our. firſt Aſſertion -and Argument it 
was, about the beginning of this Conference, | 
That the Biſhop that voluntarily ſeparates '#t 
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| right and explicared. 7 


-| it hot; by put: Excommunication., ts 
,, ev ly :\not" fchiſmaticall : "whence we 


--Tg ue Fa you Gy, that you _ our 
Tpcfoirion not. to-be-jult ,: becauſe a juſt 
þ 4 Excommunication-may'be a velinrary fe- 
j} Fparation of 'one part fromthe whole tie 
i{ viſible Church of :Chriſt, and yet the juſt 
z- $Excommunieator is no Schiſmarique, &c; 
a Ive anſwer, that according to'the rules 
-1 wf Logicall Diſputes, it is in the power of 

"She Definer to-limit his- words to thar 
- 5 ' whereofthey are connaturally'ca- 

Fable; which he profeſſes tobe theſenſe 
, h;! ne intended,and i inwhich they are uſually 
a 1" d 'familiarly taken by approved Au- 

Cthors, inthe like definitions. Nowwho 
ff can doubt , ' but theſe words, A feparnition 
5, MN one part, "ee. are connaturally capable _ 
j- Ro ſignifie, that that part makes a ſepara. 

b onof 1 it ſelf from the Church; for that 
1 Eparation thus made of himſelf, is moſt 
yn 2 $coper| the ſeparation of one part from the 
i : bare. Seoredly chat hou ow this one- 
i: Yy, was our meaning by thoſe words, we 
q L. ave made ſufficient proteſtation. Thirdly, 
's | Phat ſeparation is uſually taken amongſt 


i 4 | B 4 EpprO= 
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approved Authours, inthis definition, for | 
an aciveſeparation:of themſelves, being / 
before parts of the Church, we ſhall make | 
moſt manifeſt, in'the copious alledping | 
 -Authoritiesfor our defimtion:in-the end 
of this preſent rejoynder. Doctor Ham- 5 
monds. Authority cited, here-byi us; may | 
now ſuthce,. where he defines Schiſme ac- / 
cording to the uſuall ſenſo of the Fathers, || 
A ſeparation , or receding of any member || 
from the wnity of the body, &re; Where” 
{. parating, or ſeparation, is taken. for ax 
r«Celtion; or receding , that is, a _—y ti 
ones {elf from. the Chureb. . Though "- 
therefore the word. Separation may be. ic 
cpmdes ſome other ſignification,, 5 
wholly unuſual in thedefinition of Schiſm,|. \ - 
amongſt Claſlick Authors, yet that hin. 9; 
ders not the fulneſſe and: propriety of*%e, 
our definition , ſeeing it is moſt properly"; 
and uſually taken in the. ſenſe wherein *%,, 
we take it, conſonant unto the propriety 
of the words, and-intended by us. E 
To what you ſay , That the aRive 2 
ſeparatour of himſelf is not ſuppoſed, ; 
bur firſt becomes divided by that a of 
ſeparating, &c. We anſwer , that the F 
act of ſeparating ones ſelf , confidered F7 
| | | onely FF © 
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onely ante? the nition 'of an Ingredi- 
ent" 11to the Definition of Schiſtne , as 
there we confider it, ſuppoſes, as you- 
acknowledge”, that the perſon ſepara- 
ting muſt be divided fome way or other 
from'theChiarch , which is'nor done by 
Fevery activeſeparation of another from 
- Frhe Chnrcl', as we here ſay , and you 
, "Epreſently grant : 'which hinders nor che 
7 Facthall dividing of 'the ſeparatour of 
© Fhimfelf from'"rhe* Church; to be for- 
a Frrally effected by that ative ſepara- 
G | tion of himſelf , as conſidered: accord- 
*Fing to its. ſpecifical! and- peculiar no- 
C3 10n. | 
,, > P.. 8-- Hin 66 
WS. To your fourth Argument we anſwer firſt, 
SAT hat we firſt denied: the convertibifity of 
f "our definition npon' this ground, That all 
y ho whom the definition doth agree, are not 
n "Fontained unter the thing defoned : and we 
y Wwe this inftance, The Biſhop that w0- 


Wrtary-* ſeparates ont -of hn flock by juſt 
© xcommunication,, is confeſſediyot Schiſ> 
, WWaticalt < and conſequeatly- 1s uot cons, 
f FBained ander the Definitum.; and yet it 
© + a. voluntary ſeparation o one part 
d ble 
2 


from the. white ' true viſible. Church, 
as Is | B.5. and... 
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10 The defonitjon of Schiſme 


and conſequently your . definition belongeth | 
ro him. Wy ow Lo Sf by Shore be- 
longeth to any, not contained under the De-| 
finicum, that definition 4 not. convertible.) 
To this you anſwered:, That in your defini. 
tion, ſeparation wasitaken far :ſeparation of 
ones ſelf attively , not the ſeparation of. au- 
other ; which no man can collett-out of the 1} 
words of your definition. W 

But you ſaid, this appeared by. the word! 

voluntary. 'To which me anſwered clearly, 
that it did not appear by the word yolunta- 
rily ; and we gave this reaſon, becauſe ſe-i 
paration of another attively may be as uc- 
luntary,as the ſeparation of ones ſelf aflive- 
ly. Now if the word voluntary may agree 3 
as well and truly to the aftrue ſeparation f 1 
another as of ones ſelf, then it could not ap-ig 
pear by the word voluntary , that ſepara- 3 
tion of ones ſelf-anely us contained in your 
definition. For how could it-peſſibly exclude I 
that att, to which it as Properly belongs,.. as + 
fo that which ou would have zt.to contain ? 3 ; 
To this reaſon of anrs fo plainly propounded, 7 

' you never gave the leaſt anſwer, but onely 
replicd , the word voluntary 55 a neceſſary * 
ingredient in your acfinition, which we ne- # 
vey dened , ho Placed 3 it inthe TR of Out | F 
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| proponnaed and explicated. It 
+ finitzon, as you had done 1 yours: But 
$1/icadof anſwering our veaſon, you give 4 
reaſon, why.the word voluntary was neceſ- 
ſary «and your reaſow is; For he who ſepa- 
ates another- atively, &-e;:catnot' be 
ſchiſmaticall;, which * 0 far 'frombeing a 
reaſon to maintain your definition, that it is 
Ihe very reaſon by which we-refuted it. For 
BWccauſe a Biſhop voluntarily ſeparating 4 
"part from the whole true vifible Church by 
juſt Excommunication, cannot: thereby 
Wecome a Schiſmatique ; Therefore yonr de- 
e- finition dith belong to kim, to whim the De» 
- Finitum doth not belong , and therefure it is 
e- ot convertible. | 
ee , | 1-12-14 2C5-7VL 
of, Towhatyou ſay of theword volunta- 
p-xy, we diſtinguiſh into two'Claſſes. -For 
7- poluntary. is either taken in oppoſition to 
ir Arvolantary,or not free, or in oppoſition to: 
"2 reaſonable and prudent i proceeding.: In 
he juſt Excommunicatour it is taken only 
-Þ the firſt acception , -but-in our definiti- 
pn it is taken in both, For Schiſmeis not 
pnely afreeand willing;but a:precipitous,. 
Fpeady, unreaſonable; imprudent, and wil- 
- Full ſeparation of: ones ſelf from the: viſi- 
7 ble Church, and fo the holy Rs 
> | oVeE- 
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above.* by us) familiarly expreſle it, bi 
ſpente, ones own wilfull parry : {al F 
arbitria,. by.;9nes own ' praper &cM 
ſo erm or yer ore a juſt excommy, hr 
nicater; as. all know for. he muſt prox 
ceed according to Reaſon, Prudence ani 
Equity. in, ſuch actions; and. a Sciſmak 
tique can- never. proceed i in that. manner 
becauſe neither Reaſon, Equity, nor Pru} 
dence,can move anyone to ſeparate him? 
ſelf from the wholetrue viſible Church 
of, Chriſt, as.St.. 4» grftine affirms, even! 
cited by Dr. Hammond, Ep. 48. Again® 
the word Separation in a juſt Excommu: 
nication, is quite of a different nature, * 
from that which.is made by Schiſme. For 
thefirſtis onehy. a ſemotion, or mnedicinalll r 
ſejunRtion for a time, for the humiliation ; 
and converſion of the: .excommunicated:? 
perſon; and-makes. not the perſon juſtly Þ 
ſeparating to. fet up himſelf as: —_— Y 
red part, and maintain hiscauſe, and cor- © 
roborate his. party againſt the whole 2] 
Church, which the ſeparation.of Shiſme | 
does: and:hence we faid;, That he, who © 
juſbly ſeparates another by excommuni- 1 
cation,, cannot;, be: ſchiſtnatioa}; becauſe ? 
ſeparation.in. this; definition of Sehiſine; | j 
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uſt be, and generally.is by the Doors . 
derſtopd, 4 bea Pier and. complete: 
"whtereitt the party ſeparating . 

nakes tfmfelf ,” and'collecs orhers to 
him, as « profeſt ſeditions againſt, 
e whole Church, Andthis is familiarh 
preſſed by the Fathers, *-already _ 
2 fon thev fay , That Schiſmatiques do... 
Feret Altare contra Altare , thar _ 
"Mmwake rhetaſelves x party; andfoSr. Au- 
el gs calls ir f.-< Dinas: tar- 
in | Chis 1 bes $406 and 
1-4 IG ie Corneline. And never | 
re, Terrethere any yet branded NE Ar-.. 
or. ient Dottours, wictrthe name of Schiſ. 
all? "na es, who did L noe this :. and, we: . 


only 1 7 ron ——_ U ore | tower. 
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SECT. 2. | | 
Containing the firſt Argument, drawn from | 


the example of Diotrephes,, in diſproef Wi 
of the Definition of the Catholique De- hu 


- 


_ fendants.. 
yOu acknowledge, that in your defini- | 
KL tion, ſeparation is taken for ſepara- | 
tion of ones ſelf atively: Therefore if |, 5 
there be: any other - ative ſeparation, 
which is truly Schiſme, beſides the ative '# 
ſeparation of ones ſelf, then. your defini- "'® 
tion is-not perfet. 2 
- But:there is ſome other aQtive ſepara. ® 
tion, beſides that of ones ſelf, which is 
truly Schiſme : For example, Diotrephes * 
in the Church mt receiving St.John, or de- ? 
nying him the communion of that Church, * 
and denying it to the Brethren, and forbid- © 
ding them that mould recerve them , and 
caſting. them cut of the Charch,. (and all. 
this as loving to have the preheminence) 
WAS 1m0Y. tally ads "sf mat :qne +3 Joa n.9,10, 


To your Minor we ayſwer , There is no 


ative ſeparation, ſave that of one ſelf from 
; the 


- Mngament exriend. . yy 


he wh Church, which C42 Properly be 
ermed Sthiſme. + 

= To your example, we 1c ſay. P ; you i. That 
FDiotrephes was mortally a Schiſmatique : 
or reaſons , becauſe in net receiving, St. 
B | Wobo, ho: wh bus lanfull Paſtour, ayd in 
Fommunion with the whole Charch, he [epa- 
ated himſelf from him, and from the whole 
hurch. And this he did aftively and vo- 
nr ,' oherwiſe he conla not have r bees 
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Whbe termed. je XI 
Wuntrue: Firſt, from the wot of Dio- 

rrephes , who out of affeftation of prehemi- 
WE exce, both himſelf received not S$t. John 
his lawfull Superionr nor the Brethren, and 
W/orbad ow that would receove them, 4 and 
Talſo caſt th em 047. of the Church (@n-Tis in 
Bovvies ixfgnxuy,) Weak now,: Was or 
| was not this:a&t of Diorrephes, wiz. bis 
Fcafting thoſe good Chriitians 'and lively 
F members of Chriſts'myſticall- Body out of 
Fthe Church,+(as much as in'him.lay) an 


| | Slang line no? Viz Theeuliing 


.out of the pity - hpi; Jeifers 
Chriſts m1 ſticall Body , - and that for n: 
other cauſe, but for the keeping due CaW* 
tholique Communion, was this a (chile! 
macicaifa@ oro? We fay, highly ſchiff hi 
-maticall; anſwer'yon, we pray, puttuf 
ally to this Queſtron, | & 
C10; 4 


In, your anfwer you toneh not onr | 
of Digtrepher hp Fehifiv ; web M1! 
not receiving St, 7oh his Inwfulf faperinc! 
our, and in Commanion with the whole 
Charch ;, he ſeparated himſelf from him, = 
and from hol whole Church , which was! 
ance of our Anſwer, - antÞ thi? 
1 wi _ hah © 
_— we: reqneſft yon to this tm your 
Terr. 
To that a#- of Diotrephes ,. i» ca 
others ont of A Boy who: ==> 
zd with $3; John their lawfull Paſtor,” 
We anſwer prvEleally ; Thar ea 
Maticall © Fer tex, be becoming « 
; 7, all his vere Ke be. 
; __ + ſ 


- nefiÞenrs;/ and their; caftingont> ſack as vom 
ih arnicared with them , wire © ſelifrnari- 
/', aud /o- repmed. by - the whole 
2 86. oe PP, 21%" Wes Bf wh p 
= We anſwer pun tothepoint 6 
= men 
Wy us, (and not by you) roiſhew., char 


Wruſtiog others our of the Communion 
Fc Clirifts Church; who were lively mem- 
rs of Chriſts Myſtical, Body , and for 
bat, and no ather reaſon ; but: for'their 
Fecping due Catholique: Communion, is 


, Fe had right our-ſelves:co-make inftance; 
1h which at of Dicrephes we pleaſed to 
prge for this Arganient: Therefore we 
reno way concerned; irwhat ever rea- 
[ons you alledpe, to proveanatheraQtof 
, WD icrrephes, vis. his not receiving St. 7ohs 
" Mis lawfull Paſtour, to be Schiſme. 
7 Whireas we had conchided, that point 
; AFvith fignally defiring an anſwer to that 
. Mucftion of qurs, wherein wetold you, we 
, Frould and did place our argument, was or 
;  Fhoas not this at of Divrrephes,viz. hu caff- 
| yg the brethren ont of theG hurches commu- 
4H $1038 


- 28 The. prepeſall of the firſ® + 
- 08008, of their-keeping. ve:Catholiek comn 
_ att:Schyſmatitall; or no ?. And nc 
you anſwer, -thatwe touch not your re 
Pon of Dietrephes Schiſme in another. a( 
towards St.ohn : which as it is a needle 
diverting us from-our'purſuit of the qu 
ſtion, which-we: made: to you ;-ſo alſo 
might have your-reafon' and other re 
-ſons alſo;/why it-was Echiſmacicall. : An 
therefore again we were not concernel 
no not though we had urged onely th; 
-other at, toimpugne your reaſon, fo 
yours impugned.not-ours,and both might 
| me $76 And: yet you now call-you 
-reaſonaffirmed(wittout your impugnine] 
or denying ours) the matter wholl [) 81por'3 


.tant : whereas if neither your ,' nor ou 


-reaſon, nor that a& were preſſed further 
we inſiſted, we told you,on his a& of caſt: 
ing out the Brethren out of Communion? 
for their keeping due and Catholiqu® 
Communion : and this, we ſay , and for, * 

this cauſe, was highly Schiſmaticall. WM 

In your next Paragraph you anſwer, 8 
That that a of Djorrephes, caſting out ? 


others, as aboveſaid, was Schiſmaticall, 


For Diotrephes becoming a Schiſmatique 


by reſiſting St. Fob», 8c. for you will 


g1ve | ; 


(* Argument examined. T9 


mive a reaſonwhyjpitwas:Schiſmaticall;a 
noaſon of your own... But here again you 
re ſwer;that whichwas:notasked,” nor is 
" 088- all: contrary (tous, viz. That:that 
dlefWhich you alledge is a reaſon-that makes 
s a@:Schiſmaticall.-:But.you are whol- 
filent mthat»whichiwas- urged; whe- 
jer-his a was not Schiſmaricall, :irithat 
 caſtiont off the Churches Communion 
ely mem bers of Chrifts myſticall Body, 
vr their keeping*due Catholique:Com- 
union. ' This weiexprefly'in onrlaft af- 
mec th and-:deſfiredi it night: 'be-hoted. 
or. if 'we affirmed this:truly ;: wie thave 
Mone thework inhand: »iz.:-proved, That 
Ian active voluntary feparating; orthruſt- 
2s of others from the jChurches Com- 
! mnunion'in ſome caſe:, for.ſome cauſe ,1.1S 
roperly Schifme; as well as voltintary 
Meoparating tour! ſclves::-and . therefore 
Four definition muſt include both; or elſe 
Wis not aperfe&t, but a lame definition. 
Put if you think we did not truly affirme 
; Whis, why:did you not deny.our 'reaſon? 
"Fur alledge anbthepreuGlg, ,\ which is not 
 Modeny ours ;'and:therefore' denies. not | 
Mhe force of our Argument; except you 
Fotherwiſe deny our Antecedent, on which 
I we 


126 The propoſal of _—_ 
Muay po Guaons.s: : 

| | Vs £10 11297, 30 10) 251 
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| $t: rs ,-or W/* 
Exming comm ff that Chucch, 6 
amidenying 3£'20' Brethren! 1andiforbad- If D' 
—_— them thatwould: receive thens , 6tid if 7 


The ating them our afehe Church. Al - 
erder of protrecung 
ſtands thiu',” 3 Joan. 9,10; Firſt, He re- th 
ceives us not.” Secomtly,He prattlerh a- Ii 7's 
eainft gs, - Thirdly: , He: receives*notrbe MP4 
-Brettnen. !Bourrhbly.,” Heoforbids: them IM 
'that woutd, Fifrhly , He thrafteth-chem IM vx 
out of the Chuach? ' Now we follow the thy 
ordey of theT ext , ins which the reaſon of th 
bus Schiſm0e", and that which made hins a | ** 
formal Schiſmatique, is, He receiveth us ſo 
not: And-y0r affigned thisreaſon alſo in I 
the firſt place. Therefore the charge you ac] 
Pat pon as, of making choice of a Ov the 
0 


miſtake, Fer wovereinſited on 
the. faced 7 eot. Hinedts\ me wore , 65; _ 
011 Your ONB,.54 #78 ſecond. review fave: 
wſt ſt: achpareledge. And while-yau _- 
oY 0 mare-; reaſon, but war. ancther 
JJ ard complain of ns for following. your- own 
F fir method, you. ſcene to 368 inoanſhant in 
the prope of your Arguments. © 
And: we: wonder not + & bride , that: you 
fnld paſſe over in \ſolence a dive nf un). 
ivey to the firſt: part of yaur objetFian from 
iotrephes, withort taking any wtice of dr, 
more then if there bad been mo anſwer at all 
given to it :\ which ſhemes'; that | your meve' 
wy amen; 1 AK bave that” your + 
Fro rp "But by vwhat 1s abs: 


y 0 0 OG 


, 


_w - co Wo .1 


Lo 


atls of $ Telafimdeiques da, efpectally when: 
Contetiud ew £opeuntpe of \laxfoclt Joe - 
rArAr pci Ts 


4 

; 7e, | 3m "08. 12368 

e Mpcar , that my ah = a harms 21 

Et tr enfiven that your. firſt. rouſan, The. 

. [f Dain ſubſtance. of couy-anfwer;; and: the, 

K ting wholy inpo Ontant. | Fg ne: 

. 5 Tal der le whldiwars. 
ubſequent;onely encreafiug that\onim?;canme 

; watedb tka wignt ally 285 all frdicial: 

f 
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22 o& Tho 'propiful of he” fo 


.. Thus we'tom to the anſwer of Jeu: Que- 0 
flion .IF\t0 which you requires punttual anW's 
ſwer ; aud untd whith we'gave as poifes ty 
a pregnancy) anſwer, __ be" pies ri 

4093; 0F anſwering; 
nn, "Was wi pe reaſon reg ! 
we fave was ( 45" you cannot ny {vying 
andſufficient reaſon :' for all the Furidicall 
Atts of Sohiſmatiques are Schiſmatizal, 1 h 
and we were not obhieged to ron Flew a} 
ſafficient reaſon; ann 4 : 

© Tet to comply with you beyond our ahline- e 
thou, we anſwer further, That as the "att | 
ſpeaking agaznft. $, John was in it ſelf tend- 
ing towa = Stehiſme:, ; Jo Vikewiſe were the 
ſ >. V1 atts-of not" receiving the'Bre- | & 
thren., and caſting them out of t 'Charch, F< 
becanſ, e they communicated with $. Jd k | 
Schiſmaticall afts in themſe{ves, abftraft- I 
ing. from theprecedent Schiſme of him that 
did them, wot-becauſeir Was onzly an' unjuſt T 
ejettion ont of that Charch',: but becauſe: it 
contains in ir s contempt and aiſobedience 
againf the lawfull Apoftolicall Paſtour of | 

that Church, and by conſequence a reitera- } 

ting an aftive voluntary ſeparation of Dio-. Þ 
trephes:from'$: John, and by .that from the | 

_—_ Gharch', ut: my And in this w 
che } 


: WI 4 , G Iv 
” F bh 


: abatudands examined."\ 23 


oſe thus far with you;that whenſoever caſts * 
1g another out of the Church is done in oppe- 
tion and rebellion ts all the lawfull Hie- 
erchicall: Paſtowrs of; the Church then in 
Mower , it is a Schiſmaticall at ; as this of 
mm» jotrephes was; becauſe it containes a v0 
tary Separation of thoſe whe did it, from 
> whole true wviſoble Chmrch. 4 Corif, 
hich is our definitiee. . tt 4 
P32 | 
= You define Schiſme to be-a voluntary 
> Separation of one- part from the whole. 
i;/ Mrue viſible Church of Chriſt, 
4. You further explain your ſelf , That in 
he Four Detinition, firſt, Separation is taken 
-. for Separation of ones ſelfaQvely , and 
q ot Separation.of another.by excommu- 
: Fication. -_ ..- 
Y We except toyour Definition. Becauſe 
 Fomething within the compaſs of Schiſme, 

; I ones; voluntary. Separation-of others 
+ Hover whom he hath; or pretendegh Juriſe + 
+ Jwiſdiction) by unjuſt ejecting,or caſting 

Pim out, This ,you acknowledge, not to; 
- 'Þc contained in the ſeparation which: 
Hour definition intends; for foare your 
. | words. .1n.our- defanjrion of Sobiſme.s; ſepa-- 
1 ation is taken, for ſeparation of ones [elf., 
= allively, 


The ppt of ee eh 


gh wt and voluneary)is # ſer 
TS Cans an ap 
an is pa 
is not included in that fepargtion which i 
intended in your definition, (for you ſay 
of another by Excommunieati 
on is notincluded) andif ir be not incu 
ded in the ſeparation mentioned in you 
, word it is not —_ in the 
5 nition, 2 ", 
[2 Ie youN definition , (for the dif} F " 
41s alwayes within the compaſs of "thy 
Le yet this we contend to be cehiſmel 
= your definition. 5 10 defini 
"y 
You anflves! That thereis no-activee. 
paration., Rave that'of ones: felf from © 
the whole Churelt , which ean properly | 
be-tearmed Sehifine: - +Thefe your rery 
words. 
 Nowthat we might make inſtanceir- | 
reftagibleof fome ad of ſeparationof an? 
other from 'the Church. Fane ine, 
Schulme ; 


"YE 


ſep, 


Fhar a 
Ws enough for our concluſion to beinferred 


—_ 


Arrament examined. 2F 


schiſme ;jit is fufficient to alſedgeany at 


any 6ne thats fuch. For t 
ve ficft”miftance iti. Dyorrephes!! im whom, 
i there were feverall' Schifmaticall as 
ff ſeparation' by us then ſofar recounted, 


e Perſon, 


3s We —_— meet :;'amongf thoſe as, 
after our a] 


egation of them, 1n our very 
ext, weſmple out one of, thoſeatts (of 
he other a&s not doubting but both ſides 
were "vt and deſire you to ſpeak to 

& (ſince any one active ſeparation 


yo 70u , and it was in our choice, 
hich a& we wouldinſt'on)” of. Drorre- 


"Fes caſting out 'rhoſ& good Chriſtians, 


ren tively members of 'Chrifts myfticat Body, 


81d that for no other cauſe pretended, 


zur for their keeping that Conmunion, 
zhich you and weknowto have been due 
atholique Communion. * Was, -or was 


ee Wor, ſaid we (in'oor yety TecondAallegati- 


3 Jon, unlefs you had allowed, or denied our 
C 


n of tliole*aRs) this at done for this 


Muſe, »jz. Their keepihg due Carho- 


queCommitinion, a Schilmatical ad or 
0? You' in your reply to this. queſtion 


ay, itwas + alledgivg, ſay we , another 


aſon,' nor yet denying ours; whichwe 
eplied, not tobe an anſwer to ovr queſti- 


rea- 


- 


26 T he propoſal of the firſt 
reaſon, of which we asked you : . for we 
asked yon, was this caſting out. the Bre. 
 thren for no other: cauſe pretended.,. bur 
for their keeping. .that Communion, 
which you and we know to haye beendue 
Catholique communion; was this a& ſchiſ. 
martical] > Now jn your replies, even this 
your laſt , your inſiſting on all thoſe aRs| 
1n the method andorder of the Text, five 
in all, and as.our own words called for / if 
we review them, ſay you') you ſee we haye 
reviewed them , and plainly finde 'you 
were admoniſhed by our words, (who 
brought your argument) to ſpare your} 
pains of conſidering all thoſe acts, or rea-\* 
ſons, and £0 ſpeak, to,what your Oppo- 
nent urgeth upon you, zz. This act of 
his caſting out, and that for no. other| 
pretended cauſe, but for their keeping of 
char Communion which they. did. So that! 
if. you. conſider it, you. will have no cauſe 7 
ro. object to us inconſtancy: in.our propo- | 
ſall of our. Argument, but conſtant adver- 
ting yau..not to make, needleſle diverſi- 
ons, in aſſerting that which was not con- $ 
troverted ,. nor-Sain;laid;' and ſo alſo 
your wonder may: ceaſe , why when we 
rwice called you'to ſpeak, to what: we | 
(who were your Opponents)urged as our | 
Arglu- 


drgumiut examined. 27 
; . yow-atiſwering. to-.another 


Bre- d partofiche /Dexo,)we paſſe it over. 
bur Howeoutd you fear; that we-would have 
ON, WE thar'bur. reaſon: ro/bethought:.nnanfwer- 
duc i ed {who called: youtwice punctually to 
bil. hank toandther: pacttof the Text; and 
this i that former was mentioned by us , not as 


acts Wl our reaſon of the inference of our -conclu- 
fion, but as our inſtance» of Diotrephes 
Schilſme';:wherein: we: knew.: you! would 
agree witli us; and! yet you [ge never 
E done with it; If-chatiwerein your judge- 
vhoWment 'the original reaſon;,. which made 
'our 2 Diorrephes:a Schiſmatique; *rwas not the 
rea-"F principall-inſtance: of :your Opponents, 
Po-on which they profeſſed rheir inference to 
t of BF depend; to which the Reſpondents ſhould 
attend and ſpeak... | ? 


g oil Artlaft,you come to giveusa punCtuall 
bat Wanſwer, < ach Schiſmaticall. This was 
auſe Mnota-panRual anſwer.: Our.queſtion was, 
po- Ywasthisa&done forino other-pretended 
Ver- 


Fcauſe, but their keeping of that Commu« 
- Fnion;,- which you and we know due and 
on- oF Catholique Communion, Schiſmaticall z 
F The reaſon you give, is notin anfiver to. 
we '& us at all ;' for you cannot pretend that 
.we F your 'reaſon denies ours to bea reafon; 
and we had alledged , _—_ if our _— 
| 2 S 
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28 The propoſall of the firſ 


be yielded; #deft, not , 9: YOU NOW 
bins do: d nor mnt erm; 
aQive ſeparating, ;or caſting out: another | 
forſomeſuch cauſtaswealiedge, is ſous | 
maticall ;-whereasyawhaditithe head of © 
this diſcourſe laid down this Thefs, There | 
7s no ative ſeparation, ſave that of. ones.ſelf | 
fromthe whole: Church Hepes ; 
be termed Schifees (i) fin FD 394 , no Bf 

We had indeed! our ſelves; need, yea | 
contended, that healſd:'whic Oparecath f 
others unjuſtly from:the Church:Cam. | 


- munion, doth thereby indeed (ifnot ſepa- | 


rate before)conſequentially le parate. bim- 7 
ſelf-from' che Chnrch :5.S0 'Firnutjurito | 
Stephen; ** Thou baſtcut of thyſelf do. A 
&© not deceive thy ſelf; foraſmuch. as-he 7 
«is truly ſchiſmaricall, faith: Firmilian, 
& who hath made himſelf an Apoſtate 
< from the Communion of. Eecleſiaſkicall 
<< Unity; for whils thou thoughteſt ta:cur 3 
* off others from'thee; tho haft<rit off; 
«thy ſelf from all. Thus far: Firmilion, | 
Finally, when you; will grant ſach-ac ? 
ſchiſmaticall, yet-yon-ſay;: Not- becauſe 3t * 
was 'onely: an un ſt- ejebiton wut::of The 3 
Chrch, whidvigagain to fay nothing in'Þ 
anſwer to. us ; for we-never faid;.4t was | 
onely an unjuſt ejection out of - the r 
Church, | 


\ halliwwy ar rarys | 29. 
Charſh, and therefore could not ſay, Ze- 


ate.ng fb I Ree 
Wo FOE conciniion, to ſay It Was 


icall a&, becauſe it was an unjuſt 

ejection, out. of the Church, not becauſe 

onal, Kc. \. k IY313 QT», HY OY 

291% & 10fLVe. rejet,, and 

PY | ayers that. all unjuſt. andcriminalejeRi- 
1 BMons-of. others (wha are_lively . members 
Woof Chriſts myſtical bodyy, out of Church. 
 Gemmunion, for: old faſt thoſe things 


ag ot 
Pic ED + 


E Focal OF Fant (de 
 prorh 
11 a PRWergeo al. 
MJ we of fuchthewa&. Hf. ſeparating , or | 

*J choſe ſeparacious of them. 
* Theſe (29) 9) precdetiuages bave been exami- 


Oo OY none 


$i 48.1 ad bere, before, both parties, and 
foutd ag Wicing with'arother Copy \, which is 
Panel 93b bb1Þ-der bandry at rhis # ; and ſo 
\ ata" have cred? with bothpares., ſo far & 
. they agree tagether. 

[ | | Not thar this Sub(criprion relates to the aurhen- 

; ticall written original, Petras. G, 

| Foannes T. 


$3 Tour 


30 _ The propeſull of the fiſt 

* Ti Janet 1 ae (6 
eve) adbefics ro nor own defevice , if 
ces us To utter what otherwiſe (out of- t 
refpeft we bear you) might have remained | 
buried in perpetual ſilence. Theyplain truth 
therefore is , cher you Mſeyweree oP 111 \the 
prong yoo Bf reds is Dioeetes i 
bis caſt, the rrde foſesf the ward,” whore: 

on you grounded it , viz.  He- receiveth us 
not. . For you took it for an excommunicatt- 
on of $;John made againſt him 7 Dione. 
phes, as appears by your faxing hue ; Not 
receiving'S. Fohn.,-'or Jenymn hit the 


"1 
s 


Comimuionof that Chuteli;uy 5f 2bije v9 


v 


lows, that as you gave precedency of place to 
this reaſon bhertthe foes ; fo you Larerke 
zed to it the preheminente of puwer'ts prove 
your intent againſt us"; inyous firſt prope; | 
ſallof this argument.” "For if tocuſt others | 
out of the Church were" ſo mortall a Schiſ= * 
maticall aft, as you ſay #t'was, becauſe they | 
received not $.John, by a mare forcible rea- | 
ſon muſt you have eſteemed the denjing.S. | 
John himſelf the communion of that Church | 
(which « equivalent to a caſting him out of | 
that Church) to have been a moſt grievous | 
mortal ſin of Schiſme ; far propter quod. } 
unum- | 


| | Argument examined. 3r 
numquodque tale, &illud magis,” Now: 
> rat.ows poles a full afevey "of -th#" 
rue meaning of thoſe words ; He receivetht 
1s not, in our anſwer , and thereby rendred 
ys firſt part of Jour argument drawn from + 
hem , nit onely of no effe&t- to. ſerve your 
rwrn; but of main firengthto confirm our tle-\. = 
finsrios, your firſs concealed onr anſwer," nei-. 
her yielding any ſatisfaftion tot , nor tae 
king any notice of it 1m your reply to that Pa- 
ragraph : and then being challenged by us 
if this preterition ; Fare quitted thus firſt rea- 
for, and removed t 


nd rewourd the while ftrengrh of Jour 
: Wor gone 12 1hr toft of your reaſons aleds 
Roms that the argument being youry, you" 


b- Fs iobt infift upon what reafon you pleaſed, 
to which you eſteemed moſt. important for you in 


v- #2. How tbſſonarit this your. poſetion ts to the 
" Yuleref difulatieawrianly pear this. | 
"+ i Forrhough#t be weſt true , inthe firſt 
'+ I propoſall of ani argument, that the Opponeat 
> 3 may pitch upon what reaſon he pleaſeth fur 
Jy | - 

þ 

f 

F 

[ 


IJ 5 beſt — yet when he hath once 
JF} attrually proponnded- any, as you did this 
JF 7» proof of your Minor, according to all laws 
i and principles of Logicall Difpates , be 
ſtands tbIiged to maintain every one of them , 
if the Reſpondent except againſt them, or 
anſwer to them , as here we did to yoars ; 
C 4 and 
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and cannet ;recede! from wany of themmith- 
our; a- note of Diſatuantage to bimſelf.and 
hes canſe. ;;For what ratienal perſon will 
not judge that Opponent woxſted, who main- 


tains not.every seaſon that he. hath ebgetted lh 


againſt hu Adverfary.? Ngicher:will your 
ſaying, that you infpfted onely. after Jour an. 
mer was. given upon. Jour. laſt, reaſap., a 
eſteeming it .moſ# forcible. for you, Againſt 
us. For firſt, 1 bave maae it clear, that in 
our fort Propoſal, you eſteemed Jeus firſt 
reaſon, either as much or more forcible, sben 
Year aſt , till theweakueſs of it mas diſco» 
verrd by. eur. anſaer.. Aud. 4g4in, tf you 
infift now ſo much upon your laft:reqjen cht- 
cauſe you conceive-it forcible far you againſt 7 
5 ; all Equity will ſay, That it « lawful 
for #s to inſiſt. pon the weakyeſs of your þ 
firſt reaſon, and the ſtrength of our anſwer 
tot , becauſe weconceive it makes as much | 
for #6 againſt you. Whether therefore you | 
propoſed -not this firſt. rexſon, Of not recei- * 
ving St. fohy, anpremeditately ; concealed | 
the anſwer tit, artificially , diſallowed it to | 
be yours, ungroundedly'; charged it upon our | 
chuſing.of #t, andeſervealy-;, quitted it too 7 
facilely ; and adhered ſolely to another leſs 


conſtantly ;, we leave it to the impartiall 


judgement of any underſtanding Hearer, or | 
Reager, | 
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Reader who ts,0r ſhall be rightly infirmed 
of the whale: proceeding, on both ſides in this 
particnlar:: aud-withall require, that ;0u 

: — that this \your'firft 
| 8 14/011 Proponinraded by your, in your Argument 
Bocf Diotrephes,-zcof no forces and that our 
Reply to # ſtands unanſwered, before you 
proceed farther. 44 
Fr Po T4. 157 
- - Inthe beginning of this reply , ſome- 

bingthat ſhould have lain buried, out of 
eſpe& to.us., as you are pleaſed to ſay, 
you would ſeem now provoked to bring 
{up from the grave, (or raiſe a duſt againſt 
5) laying aſide,to wit, thoſe reſpects you 


aff | gormerly bear us, and hereto provoked 
ll je feems by nothing from us', (as your 


own reaſon acknowledges). but. onely.by 
Hour too mach (as you judgeit) adbeſrcn to 

wr own defence. Now why, we pray you.,. 

ſhould our adheſion to our own defence, ' 
Ibich-we.judge/moſt juſt; and charitable, 
nd inoffeniive to any, move you'to ſolli- 
ite the Graves, and to go about , when 
Hou cannot perfwade by Argument , to 
FKfirighe by an apparition of ſomerhing, 
which yet afcerwards never appears? We 
Wfnding in- our ſelves no. paſſion of fear, 
Wintreat you to recall your minds from any 
| C5 . paſſion 


34 The propeſall of «the: firſt 
paſkion whatſoever, and toreturnto ſucl 
quiet- reaſoning , as-becomesthe ſubject 
matter. of our conference, which is for 
eccleſiaſticall love . and union;,- againſt 
Schiſmeand-uncharitableneſs..” ©» + 
 Youtell us , We diſcovered not in -0ur 
propeſing- the firſt reaſon in Diotrephes 
caſe, the true ſenſe of the words whereon- we 
grounded it, viz. He receiveth us not. In 
which reply wediſcoyer, and will lay be- 
fore-youmany affected miſtakes. For we 
never propounded fir, /ecord, or third 
reaſon in Diotrephes his caſe, - but theſc 
were diviſions of-reafons made by yeur 
ſelves now and heretofore, and never by 
us. The occafion:did not. require anyſf? 
ſach diverſity-of reaſons , neither did theſy 
manner of our introduction: of that ex: 
ample ſignifie any multiplicity of reaſon: 
intended, The occaſion was onely'to ſhew, 
that ſome a&,, beſide the ſeparating-ones} 
ſelf is Schiſmaricall ; and the proving any? 
one ſucha&-, was ſufficient to make that; 
good ; therefore .the occaſion required? 
no-ſuch- diverſity of reaſons, as well} 
-as no diverſity. of reaſons was named. } 
Next, our introduQtion of the example} 
of Diorrophes was after this manner.” B.$. | 
Byr there «x ſome orher attive ſeparation - ; 
- —_ 


for 
ink 


OHY 
hes 
. we 

In 
be. 
"we 
1rd 
eſe 
eur 


ny ay Ggnifie,thatweintended any diverſity 
wofrreaſons1n the words:produced. Where- 


the 


fide that of ones-ſell,which is truly Schifm , 
ana nr £5 Diotreplies, &c.: The man- 
er of which introduction of 'theexample 

doth no way ſignifie; that we-intendled ſe- 
erall reaſons, by producing of the-words 

vhich follow: Foritis moltevident, that - 
f any -one'a&-: of Diorrephes were an - 
active voluntary ſeparation. (which both 
des required) and net of himfelf, and yet 
hat act wereSchiſmaticall; itwereabun- 


Kantly ſufficient to-prove, That ſome other 


attive ſeparation, beſide that:of anes {elf , t5 
ruly $chiſme : Which-were ourintrodu- 
duftive words.. Therefore the introduRti- 
pn of the example: ob ;Diotrephes | did no 


fore (ince:the: occaſion: of the example: - 
11d not require; and-our introduction of 
t did not fignifie any: diverſity, of rea- 
ons: in the caſe of! Diotrephes : im: the 
ext place. we. ask you ,;do- you: finde - 
ny. where, in any -our:propounding of - 


Aur reaſoning from! the caſe of Diurre- - 
2h, or of. the words which we mention- 


Fd out of, 3. S. Fob v. g..any. mention of : 


W#r/ and /econd reaſon; &c: Or can-you - 
T put upon us;that*tis-impoſſible we ſhould . : 
. © findeany juſt occaſion once. to. maintain 

- any.. 1 


bat 


36 T he propoſult-of vhe fir f 
anywords- in v. 9. T0. "which go befor 
£2 "#ifs "eXMANGTES Burr ut thar 5 we.muk 
needs.profels toaurge- them: as an): 
Wwe rpm; 'out of cho 
words; Heofftethitbem axe of abe Chanel 
Tf youwill fill: inflead-of anſwering :ou 
Argument, 'be finding out-ſaſpicions 
'other: arguments already -dilayowed b 
us, ſhew lome-colour from -our'words, 
the occaſion of 'our words., ortheintrc 
'duction of .oftr reaſon. 'As for: our part 
we truly affirm, that we 'iftended and al 
-ledged but zxe reaſon, grounded on one ad 
of Dutrephes , as we have adhered in tit 
tenure of 'our diſcourſe to: no more the 
one; - This therefore is your frit importu#” 
nate miſtake, in-attriburing to us the proj 
poſall of onr fuſt reaſonun Dictrephes ca 7 
which implies'a:propoſall:of two rea 
at lealt , whereas we never /propounded 
any: more , asa reaſon, then ze. i The ſe ſe? 
cond miſtake' 1s, that weyronnded (7 rec 4 
/enupon'theſe yords,/Hte rrceiwarb ins gn, | 
For as weintended bur-vnereafon fo tha?! 
-our- one reaſon we grounded not upon} 
thoſe words. For being that one a& oj 
'thar 'nature which 'we (pretended , "was 
'enouph to:prvve our {por and:v9 over. 
throw your-definition, as by your _a 
< 


Ardviment examined. 3”7 | 
ed vif. we had incendedinchoſe words to 
have-proved it by that a&t containedn 
thoſe: words: 'He recerverh: us mot: - we 
would once have ſaid fo. Bur be that of 
wot recefunug. S. fohn;; or be tt notnotori. 
ous-Schiſme , which nor then, 'nor-now, 
did we, or doweaffirm: or deny: we 1n- 
tending to urge ſomething that ſhould 
be cleariyaridronſeſlodlypis nnjuft caſting | 
others yore ; The" wy ew mr the 
Church, andnot'onely (as poikibly mighc 
have been — a ſubduction of 
-obedience, and denying the Communion 
of ſubordination toa fſuperiour : we pro- 


= fefſed co intend to-groundour reaſon up- 


on thehaft words(as wehaveabwayes told 


8 you) viz. i 756 bunnies; a pebrnct ,.and 


made wle-of the precedent words onely 
for thepbetter underftanding';” and to ſay 
the trath,, not -onely forthe joyning of 
them to Ditrephes the Schiſmatique, but 
0 his: Chara@eromomuiſivey , and rhere- 
fore-we addell;; ad w all rhis hvving Yo 
have the wrehenvinency. We-deny there- 
fore thatwe ever Srounded any all 
reaſon of ours for the proof of our 
2407, upon thoſe words, He eee y As 
it and we declare, that we-produced 
thole words onely as ; antecederit and ne- 
_ _«ecllary 


3 Thepropyallfaſt. 
:cefſary to lead you to. thoſe following 
words, which-did contain the: reaſon, 
for which we .alledged .the example of 
| Diotrephesr. \ Diures 


- Thirdly, you blames inthat we diſew- ; 
veradow the!: true frnfesf hiſt words, 


whercas we were not to be.blamed, if we | 


did not; becauſe we. had. no..occalion, i 
much lefſe obligation, toinfilt to diſcover þ 


the ſenſe of thoſe: words :. and why that 
ſhould:be- objected tous, which did no 
way'concern us; we cannot apprehend, 
| But: becauſe we gave a gloſsupon thoſe 


words,which you ſay,did not diſcover the | 


-true ſenſe, and when-you come to ſpeak 


of. your own reply , your. ſelves. ſay of 
your ſelves; That you made a full diſcove- 
7) of the true meaning of "thoſe words, He 
receiveth us not Let us a: while conferre 
our-tranſient Glafſe with your. fall dif 


.COVEr).- "F 045 T1 
. - Our words weretheſe;Diotrephes4n t 


Church not receiving $, John., or denying 
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him the Communion of that Charch. Your F 
words: were theſe. Jn not receiving . S. || 
. John,-who was his lawſull Paſtour, and in | 


 Communien with the whole Church, he ſe 
parated himſelf from him , and from the 


whele.: We, who intended not co infiſt on 


any. 


i drgument-examined; 39 

y full-diſcovery , gave! by the way: a 

diodes) owhich no UA rH to: nag | 

einterpretation -of thoſe words::For it 
smoſt certain andievident;, 'thatwhenS. 


Wor wrote) ro the Church; be which re- 


Fcived him not, denied him the Commu. . 
jon of the Church, -to which he wrote ; 
and the. demall of Communion is 4s: large . 
ſpeech; and contains as much/-as the wor 

ag cancontain, For.S.\obn-having. - 

tr of Communion with that Church, 
Gy by thar right, havinga power to-write 

Ko them Dire&ions.and Precepts, which 
ey. were obliged to- receive, and he 
;, Noqa: writing , and thereby requiring 
e: receipt, he which received him not, 


7 £ Dlainly denied: -him- the: Communion of 


the Churcty:\ and -he which ſayes, he de- 
pied him.the Communionof t Church, 
yes as muclras he which fa Ws; he recei- 


Ereating worm mc loſs Jong | 
ort, ited 


'our full difconery pry 0 crmemanniey _—_ | 
rheſe words looks - -upon the meaning 


F, ] f the. words at all in their true and for. | 
, {mall ſenſe ; but at ſomething.to be necef- . 


$ ſarily: adjoyned-: to them. either antece- 
'dently-or- conſequently. For , he which - 
recened;: not-:Saint »7akn ., no 

1m-. 


4O The -propoſaltef the firſt 

him to:be his lawful Paſtour;and in Com- 
nion with the whole _ —_ 
ding'to! maner 0 ning be a for- 
_ -re- mba leaſt anime witand 
affeRion; before thiat n6n-reception-;bur 
by your /Tener alfo,none.canbe a'formal| 
Schiſmatique , but by ſeparating binſelf 
from the whole Church: ' Therefore Dic- 
rrephes ſeparating himſelf from the whole 
"Church , could} not be-the:: meaning; of 
thoſe words , Fe revexwenh xi 0p, Or if 
youwill ſay; that in not receiving" Se, 
Fohn, Diotrephes ſeparated himſelf from 
"St. Zohnr;and being St.obu wasin commu- 
nion with the abide: be conſequentially 
ſeparated himſelf fromthe wholeChurch, 
and thereby became a formall Schiſma- 
tique: this is not the diſcovery of the 
meaning of the words, but a declaration 
of the conſequence of them , which you 
would give, when no'man calledforit, | 


nor-occaſion required: | 


Berwhen you lay, hs Mlatoroeur : | 


Expoſition did not diſcover the Truth, q 
becauſe we £00k wt, ſay you , for anE x- $ 


-cormoto nication of St .John 6y Diotrephes, 


we wonder how: you come'to-khow,: and 
to affirm, wetook it. 10, fince. we never | 
Tidfo, and (ﬆ thatber not enough) we 


-NEVEL 


| \ alma mami "2 
never- alas fo. But-ae- vans lay 


N- 

Ye m_ au? ſaying thus; 1; 

Yr Lo ar deny11: him 4 ie of 
nd Nha Wark 7} as if theſe two Expreſſions 
ut {Were Symons Why , be:or be inot 
all MWthoſe two. Expreſſions Synonimous , Fer 
elf Munlels denying Sr. par Communion 


of tlat Clan; and Excommunication 

of St; ohm; be: Synonime's elfo-, your ac- 
cuſation of us hath no connexion with 
your-proof:; and-iFynonima's: theſe: are 
not, foraſmuch as there may be a.deny- 


x > bor envy. (win, a: Communionof 
Ul tion; 28 this: here Genie was) 
ly args; tn rc x 
h, ' Now alter fo many miſtakes, yekegil 
a- {Ito make your 1 neat, inferences 
he {MFor fram-hence..y 


ue we gave preceaency of pls 

for She other”; fo -we- rr ir #0 4 the 
rehenrinence of 1 power, to provernr totents 
4g ainff you, To which we anſwer, Fuft, 


that we gave but one reaſon, and there- 
h, Wore we gave not precedency of place to 
x- Wthis reaſon |before another : For where 
s. Wthere is no diverſity, there: can be no pre- 


nd WW cecency. Secondly, That we did not at- 
er {© cnibute to ir, the preheminence of power, 

ve [©o prove our intents againſt you, for that 
in 


FE bp WE 


: * © 
. 2 nat id N Pg Seat 7 6 wt wa”. a Re” 
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in ourargumentation we placed no pre- 
heminence of power, or proofin it. We 
intended-itnot againſt you any. further, 
then as'a-way to: bring-you to thoſe 
words, wherein we intended-to lay force 
againſt you, all which our next reply did 
immediately (ignifie. - , 1 nn 
.1-»This your unreaſonable' affirmation is 
but little in reſpe&- of your wonderful! 
undertaken Ratiocination. For you will 


not onely affirm we-uſed that Argument, 


which we never did ,- but you'will prove 


byreaſon'that we muſt doſo ; which is a 


firangeway of-a Reſpondent; to extort 
an Argument from'an Opponent(becauſe 
he thinks he can anſwer it better , then 


- that which is brought by him.) For if 1 


caſt others ont of the Church, you ſay, &c. 
Were your Argument -go0d., -and that 
Non-reception were equivalent to EjeCti- 
on, yet it would not prove, that we gave 
the preheminence to that reaſon, or muſt | 
uſe that for a reaſon, except you had firſt | 
proved, that we-alwayes muſt do what- } 


ſoever we might do; and that we al- i 


wayes thought thoſe terms equivalent 

which you do. | 
You proceed to let us know, how much 
you have been too hard for us; for you 
rendred 


Hokies dna 43 


ndred aliisfirſt; part. hom Armen, 
TI effe&roferve-ourturn, 
ut -of,-maint; to eonfirni your 
ESI 
21 4.1Ke ent; U as per- 
pretended them. 1f what we 
m—_—_—— purpoſe " Jag becn ſo 
A at th :by«us/;-that;cit had; .noc 
| oper £0:proveour i intent; 
utalſo bad: proved that: which, we in- 
ended to deſtroy , we muſt needs either 
nave made: an tll- Argument; or have 
nathtaineda bad: Cauſe; But: you were 
ac from making tho wordsof:nene\ ef- 
et) ferve-gur cum; par erg page 
ire with the words which follow: . 
which: alone we placed our Argument, 
have and: will ſerve nw ny cd 
a and: fvch.a 
ot”, ' FOWr-Cannot:: deny: A _ nc 
adechem of: main ftrength to confirm 4 
ie finition, is ſo far from truth, that it 
ocolour of- it, For this being queſtion- 
t- Wedin your definition, whether another 
- Wd beſides.a ſeparation of--ones- ſelf, be 
ſchiſmatical ; and-you affirming,that.you 
underſtood in your definition ro-other 
act, but the ſeparation of ones ſelf, there 
was. no other way for you to confirms 
| that 
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44 The 'propeſall of the "firſt 


thar definition which was.queſtioned; bu 
-proving- that iwhich was! auctioned 
Now os ts defioandin 
ther hewhich' ſepararerh ſelf beth 
maticall: fince: you did" nothing: elſe i 
> your diſtovery, butaſſert' that Diarrepin 
did 'ſeparate. 'bimſelf from«the->bhol 
Church, how crulyweddo-nothere (en 
quire) irFoltowerh That you NGO 
NR ofno' ſtrength ar” all To con 
your-definition.- - ' . © 
Upon theſe: miſtaken grounds yon k , 
gin'tocharpe; firſt, that-we conveated 
anſwer tand*tis true; oe end 
_ reply'tathe wordgofyouranſrace (whid 
| Were no anfwerto' our Arfaurivent)n 
that we' interded wo Donrenhia 5 for'1 
— —_ it heinp written-inthe fron | 
ply, buttoavoid:that diverſion 
hich the Auditouronow: finde by ,you 
ymportunate repetition of it fince;ro-havi 
followed, andto bring our Argument to; 
a ſpeedy iſſee, which we earneſtly deſired 
Obſervingtherefore, that you had miſts 
ken thoſe words of 'St.:?oþx , in which we 
Placed our Argument : and being refol- 
ved, as we told you before:, ot to be nice 
with: 'y04, nor to multiply Replies without 


necellity , we paſſed that by , which = 
onely 


7 the eden; Arts Tae tmeths, five 
by,and gaveniotice where our reaſon lay 
and the giving notice'of our-reaſon, wa 
the cauſe of the preterition: You coul( 
not therefore know of the preterition;þ 
fore you muſt rake notice” of 'the partic 
lar placing of "the reafon :'and therefo! 
to charge us with ſhifting'oar argurnen 
after your advertiſement, isto ſay, not 
onely chat which is untrue, but that wed 
in this caſe was impoſliblet to betrue. 

All this miſtake wilt appear molſt"ma 
nifeſtly,if welook but upon the: methot 
of 'the written Papers. For firſt you mi- 
ſtake 'the words in which we placed: our 
reaſon. A. 6. Then we advertiſed you in 
which words our reafon was placed.” B. 6 
After that, you telf us of the preterition, 
A. 7. And we reply ; thatyhe inftance of 
Diorrephes was our owti, and therefore we 
might make uſe of what a& of Diotrephe: 
we- pleaſed. B. 7. Here-you charge us 
with: faying , That the Argument" being 
ours, we might inſift upon wha rea) 078 We 
pleaſed, followin woes, your conftanit miſtake: 
fot we never faid what reaſon, but what att | 

we 


<< 


jo | 


nn oo mf nn we mac oO =&@6a 


Argument examined; 47 
ſve pleaſed, _—_— to-makeule of but. 
one reaſoy, and thas, . k ly 
when we tid nr the inſtanceof D2 

ctrephes, it was our right ; andno injury 
to be complained of by- any ; that we 
might inſtance in what one a& we plea- 
ſed ,; except we. were- obliged to-prove 

every act of Diotrephes'; w 
be Schiſmaticall, and no a& of histo bea 
ſeparation of himſelf, which we are ſure 
we were not, 

As tothe obligation of an Opponent to 
maintain every one of his reaſons, it con- 
cerns us not in this;particular : becauſein 
this caſe of Diotrephes we propounded but 


-_ one, and chat we were ready to maintain, 


when we could once: get; youtodeny it. 
Andif an Opponent be in a bad conditi- 
on, who maintains not every reaſon pro- 
duced ,- (eſpecially. by the: Reſpondent 
himſelf ) certainly the radi isin a 
| worſe, who anſwers not every reaſon ob- 
jected by his Opponent. For if one rea- 
ſon brought by the Opponent be unan- 
ſwered , the Reſpandents cauſe muſt fall; 
though, all the n= of the Opponeatdag: 
guments were invalid: '- 
Wherefore we hope-it will not be ir 
[Ele 


ich he did; to 
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terpreted il{- manners, if we'do-not fay a; 
you diftate to us, That we in{fted onely ny 
on'the laſt reaſon, but'we inſiſted upon on: 
one n, which-wascontained in the 
laſttwords: '' And: whereas you lay, W 
have made it clear , we eſteemed or firf 
reaſon, either as muck or more forcible: thi 
the laſt + To: paſſe by your conſtant im: 
propriety of a firſt-reaſon , when ther: 
was btt'one ,- certainly *tis manifeſt you 
have not made itclearin this Reply, an 
as manifeſt it is, that you. never mention| 
ed it before. We never faid it was as force. 
able, we' never thought it ſo , you neve! 


 tillnowſo: muchas faidiwe thought fo: 


and:therefore how-you have made it clear 
we: cannot-imagine, We mult therefore 
ſill infiſt (not upon'the'laſt reaſon, but) 
upon the laſt words produced , becauſe 
they 'are-a pregnant inſtance of ſome 
aQtiveſeparation, beſide that of ones elf. 
Andif youwnlt ftillinfiſt upon the weak- 
neſſeof- our firſt reaſon , (as you call it) 
young ,batif you do, youwill plainly 
manifeſt your: intention ,'to ſpinne out 


thetimenithat whielſisns way pertinent | 
toithe eaoſt+' and? when” you have''ſpent 
your ſelves upon this; 'we muſt expect'you 
ſhould'proceed to®the two next acts of 

> | Di | 


Argument examined, 49 
Digg , mentioned. by us as, much as 
the firſt, wiz. That he received not the 
Brethrenf\and forbad them: that would... 
- 'Wherefore we now in compliance with 
your appeal”, leave it likewiſe to the im- 
partiall judgement of- the Hearer , whe- 
ther we propounded the firſt reaſon,of not. 

eteiving:S$t. fohy (for wewould not en. 
y'the Auditors the muſick of your Ryth- 
nicall:-Cadencies) wnpremeattately, or 
oncealed your anſwer to it artificially, 


| |Þr difallowed it to be ours #»g70azdealy, 


pr charged it upon your chuſing of it z7- 
deſervedly, or quit it tofacily, and adhe- 
ed to another /eſſe corſtantly. | 


WH Firſt , whether we propounded it un- 


Yremediately-, who propounded .it not 
[1 ; who have brought to the teſt your 

editations : which notwithſtanding we 
emain yet unconvinced,that we ever-pro- 
ounded that. Argument either premedi.- 
ately, or unpremeditately , whether we 
oncealed your anſwer to it artificially, 
who uſed no art at all to conceal it, bur 
aaſling it by as unneceſſary, and diſtinct- 
y as we could, propounding our own rea- 


, [Fon , concealed onely your impertinency. 


7OU 
of 
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hether we diſallowed it to be ours un- 
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JO T he propoſal of the firſt 

groundedly , who muſt needs know be! 
which are:our own reaſons: and grounds 
and -which.not:s and do certamly know, 
that you found no ground in our words, 
that this was one 'of ours. Whether we] 
charged it upon your chuſing of it unde: 
ſervedly , when we our ſelves neyer.made 
choice of it; and it: belongethnot to you 
to chuſe our Arguments'for us. Whethe: 
wequitted it too facilely,who never quit 
credit atall , becauſe we never. acknow 
ledged it, and yet you go on never to qui 
it. Whether we adhered ſolely. to -an 
other leſſe conſtantly, when the reaſot 
we produced was-noc another; becaufk 
but one, and to'that 6ne weadhbered moi} 
conſtantly. 


CS; 

Tn anſwcr to your often reiterated denial, 

that you either p: eſſed or framed any firſt n 
ſccond #eaſon, & 7. in your: firſt propaſall i 
the inſtance of Diotrephes,” we alleng: 
eur formall and expreſſe woras,, which an 
theſe, Poge 1. B. 4. viz. But there:ts ſome} 
active ſeparation, befiderhat of ones ielf,| 

which istruly Schifmes for example ,Dic 
trephes in the Church. not Tecerving St, 
7chn, or denying him theCommunion of 

that 


*\ Ay gnment examined. F1 
char Church', anddenying 'it'to the Bre- 
thren, and forbidding them that. woufd 
receive them, and caſting them out of the 
Chutch:, (and all this as loving to have 
the preheminence). was mortally a Schiſ- 
matique. Thus you. Now firſt we referre 
it ro the jndgement of any indifferent Audi- 
tour , whether any judiciall Reader by the 
ſole force of theſe words can gather, that you 
placed your Argument in this firſt propo- 
{all, ozely tn the laſt at of Diotrephes, of 
caſting out the Brethren, and in none of the 

former : or what resſonable argument can 
be drawn from theſe words preciſely , that 
all the precedent words were uſed by you oat 


& /y,for che better underftanding, and asan- 


fecedent and neceſſary to lead us to thoſe 
following words, &c. (as you [ay in your 
laft reply) and-we' defire , that the preciſe 
words in the forecited of yours be particu 
larly fpecsfied, which fignifie this difference : 
and if no ſneb difference of placing your ar> 
rument onely 1n the laſt att of Diotrephes 
mentioned, can be efficaciouſly deduced from 
any of them, we hope that the Anditors will 

judge, that we had juſt reaſon to thinkin our 
Reply to this firſt propoſall , to conceive 

that you placed your Argument as well in 

D2 the 


:F2 T he propoſall of the firſt 
the firſt aft of Diotrephes:here ſpecified, as 
in the laſt. And ſtanding in the ſame rea- 
ſon we had alſo juſt occaſion to ſay, that you 
baving. ſignified no difference betwixt them 
in your El propoſall, you-ſaifted off your 
Argument from the of to the laſt of thoſe 
atts , onely after you had ſeen our anſwer, 
whereby it appeared , that the firſt at of 
Diotrephes here ſpecified by you, was of no 
advantage to your cauſe. For had you pla- 
. 6ed your. Argament in this firſt propoſall, 
in the laſt ati alone, and preceeded clearly 
and candidly with the Auditorrs , and your 
Adverſaries, you ſhould inthat very firſt 
propoſull have declared it : and not onely 


after you were preſſed to it by our Reply. 


Farther, if you ſay that you had not ſettled 
your Argument to any one of thoſe foreſaid 
atts of Diotrephes 1 the firſt propoſition 
of that inſtance , we demand , why then did 
you ſend it us tobe anſwered, being onely an 
undeterminate and ambiguous Argument ? 
Or how could you demaxyd a determinate 
anſwer to it from us, whileſt you had deter. 
mined nothing in it : and we could not gather 
from the preciſe words, that it was indeter- | 
1:4.ed, but rather that it embraced all the 
atts determinately there mentioned by yos : 


which 


Argument examined.. * 53 
which: manner of propoſition*conld nor be 
fair ina Logicall Diſpnte. For to: what att: 
of Diotrephes /oxver we had framed: our 
anſwer, you had ftill this effugium left.open” 
to you", to rell us your Argument Wwas' nor. 
placed inthat, but 19 anether abt wi ; 

: Seconaly', in the forecited Sentence'of 
jours, we demand to what theſe words, viz... 
and all this, are referred; Surely not tothe 
laſt att alone , for that cannot be. ſard tobe 
all-this; that zs ; the whole complex of all 
th.ſe' atts , before related. of Diotrephes, 
ante ſſe; you make: one of them alone tobeall, 
and a ſole part tobe the whole : But theſe 
wirds muſi neceſſarily. be related tothem 


f all. and t: every one of thoſe foreſaia atts \ 


and 'yoye muſt mean., that they were all in- 
fefted with the [chiſmaticalk pride. and in- 
ſol-ncy of Diotrephes ,”as/toving to have 
the preheminence; which you adat, to give 
force to the proving of that complex of atts 
to have been mortally ſchiſmaticall : and- 
conſequently that by the ſaid: while come 
plex he was made mortally a Schiſmatique.. 
For why is either that ambition named m 

Scripture, or ſpecified by you (anleſſe you 

inſerted it as a meer Parergon, and ma- 

king nothing to your preſent intent) but to - 

| - >: Has give 


54: The'propeſailof the firſt 
ghue: evidence of the {chiſmaticall pride of 
Diotrephes, - ; 

When therefore you ſay im your laft Re- 
ply,. That you joyned theſe words, not 
onely to Diotrephes.the Schilmatique, but . 
to his Charafter, othowpwl war, you achnow- 
ledge, that all thoſe afts were related to his 
Schiſme , both immediately in his fchiſma-= 
zicall perſon, and meaiately to hes ſchiſma- 
ticall fbirit. Nay, even im your ſecond pre» 
af Jour ——_ from - mm wa 
though you demand an anſwer particularly 
t0'the laft att of caſting out the Brethren, 
&C. as judging it of moſt force amongſt 
them, to prove your mmtent, yet you clearly 
place Jour Argument inthem all, For you 
ſay thus in your Anſwer to our Reply, pag. 
2. B. 5. where you ſay to us theſe following. 
words : vi2,You anſwer by aſſerting this, 
There is no ative ſeparation, ſave that 
of ones ſelf , from the whole Church, 
which can properly be termed Schiſme, 
This we ſhew to be untrue, firſt , from 
the example of Dzotrephes, who out of 
aftectation of preheminence , both him- | 
ſelf received not St. Fohy, his lawfull Su- | 
periour, nor the Brethren , and forbad 
 themthat would receivethem , and alſo 


caſt 


—» 


[| 
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"hatin dm: 5s. 
aſt them out of the Church. Where You 
noſt evidently labour to. ſhew our afſ ertian. 
0 be wutrue, bath from Diotrephes his not 
eceiving St. fon, &C,. and alſo from. bs. 
aſting. out the Brethren : 4nd therefore. 
you cannot reſtrain your Argument to this 
aſt aft alone, withont retratting your own 
pwords,and; plain [y contradicting your ſelves. 

Whence it- afpeers.y with how, Jittle truth 
you ſayiy Jour Udſt: Reply, that you pliced 
pour Argument in the laſt words of Saint 


| fohn, tu Th, 86. before yum were warned of 


he preterition., by our anſwer : for there 
ee placed your. Argument. in all, but m- 
fred proncipatly on the (af af caſtivg out: 


- TH Brethren, 


What you here affom, That you took 
not denying St. Fohn abe Communion of 
thas ; f0kanExcemmnication of 
bim, -bat. fax a«Genying of Communion 
0: Subordination tom, ; which (/ay you, 
ard that truly )13-not Excommunication, 


n appeares manife eftly by Your own words uw 


cited, to be untrue. For when you had ſc41, 
Or denying bim.the Communion of that 
Church; yow preſently adde, and denying 
:t to the Brethren. which f ignified , that 
he denied the ſame Communic to St. John, 
TD. 4 which 


5s The propoſal of the foſt 
. which be denied to the Brethren; which 


could be ns Communion of ſubordination, i 


that 4s, of an' inferiour 'to'a ſuprrionr , 
by. [nbſtr:Gion of Obratence', but" of 


a {uperiour to an iferiouwr by excom-| 


whrication, And "again , if you" had 


' . meant theriby a denying onely the Commu: 


101 of ſubordination, by contempt of St. 
Johns e7poftolicall authority ; "you had 
Spoken in'a ſenſe quite deflruftive of the 
imention, for which that inſtance of Di0- 
trephes was brought by you; which 
was to prove ſome attive ſeparation pro» 
perly Schiſme-, which is not a ſeparation 
of- ones ſelf. Now ſuch a deniall of (rm: 


. mnnion to $t, John would have been a ſe 


paration of himſelf from the Church,as we | 


 bave proved, and you deny not. 
 DAAs to what you often affirm in 'your 
laſt Reply, that you propennded not a plu- 
rality of reaſons, but one onely req- 
ſon, we eppoſe your clear words,(*) page 
I 1. where you term the particulars, which 
Jour words contain, aQs or reaſons: and 
you Flile the firſt aft, whereto we anſwer: 
ed , the originall reafon , ” which made 
Diotrephes a Schiſmatique ; and which 
you labored to avoid, onely by endea- 
vVonring 
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Argument examined. 57 
voting to ſhew , that you grounded your 
on, i Ar gament #pon the ſole unjuſt caſting out 


y , Wl of che Bretbren,. &'c. and which we-hav?t 
of | /Hewed to bennirue. | 

91- | Tet here give me leave to: note by the 
ad 8 4) ,. that to induce your Reader to think, 
1- that your words rather are to be referred to 
vr. BY te ambition of Diotrephies ,, then to his 
ad 8 Schiſme , you miſtite your own:words : for 

he i »hereas you ſay in the fere-named place, 

0-8 cs, And all this as loving to have the 

c< | preheminence,zz the Nominative caſe, and 

0-8 /o clearly agreeing with all the former aSts , 

2n i Here your cite it in the Ablative caſe div ert- 

2-219 them from 4a direft reference-te theſe 

& 5; at's, and referring or tying:them to his am= 


& #:710745 Spirit ; you cite them thus , Andin 
all this loving to have the preheminence : 
where you adde one word, and leave out an- 
other and thereby.you much change the (eaſe. 
For where you ſay-in your text, and all this, 
&c. whereon we ground-our Argument that. 
it was referred to all the. precedent atts, and 
ro hus Schiſme you make - your ſelves to ſay, 
and in all this loving to have the prehemi- 
nence, which much abates the force of that 
relation , and ties the words directly to his. 
ambition,which every one will ſay 1s no very 


fair” 


Js. The propoſal of the firſt 
feir proceeding. Till therefore you ſati>fie 
theſe reaſons, you-ſtand obnoxions toall the 
Lnptachments, whereof we atrufed you in 
cr laſt reply. And thus the Iufter of your 
This theis (©) froe-leav'd flower is ter. 
Reply W25S ht 3 which indeed WAS A fair 
compriſed exe, and ſhewed the rickneſſe of 
in ive er har ſonl, fromwhence it ſprung, 
A" yet would: have appeared much 
fairer, had it not intangled.it ſelf in ſoma- 

n) ſharp and piercing thorns. | 


: 3:3: Bil 
You.hegin your reply in anſwer to our 
reiterated denials, where we obſerve two | 
rhings, Firſt ,- that you glance at our rei- |; 
terations. Secondly, that you frame your | 
anſwer to our denials, For the firſt, if our | 
reiteration of denials be a fault, it is your | 
ewn, (not ours) who ſo often neceffitate We 
us tO reiterate them by your willfull and W: 
continuall miftakes. So often as you cal Il / 
them reaſens, we muſt diſclaim them ; and 
as often as.you urge the multiplicity of | 
them, we muſt deny them , and oftner i | 
then you have done fo, we have-not men- I | 
4 
| 


tioned them. This reiteration then in us, | 
35 nothing but a-conſtant adhering to,and 
clearing 


"Argument examined. 59. 
clearing of our Argument.- Secondly, in 
he framing of your Anſwer to our deni- 
als, you urge ew words ; tO our reaſons you. 
ge'nothing , that is, as the caſe- now 
tands, you deny our concluſion , but de- 
ny no premiſe, In our laſt Reply,we gave- 
you nota naked deniall, bur we produced 
\rguments, to prove the reaſonableneſſe 
ff our deniall ; none of which have you 
oucked in the leaſt :: and therefore we 
wſt- profeſſe our - Paper yet - unan- 
iwered. 2 US 4 
TIL ITY 74757 > HO 
If you had made, or can make goed what 


#7ou here affirm , your- reiterations are #0 


; ault at all: Decies repetita. placebunt. 
[Y But as T hopeit will preſtntly appear , that 


Yin theſe reiterations you do onely-A&thiopent 


| lavare, whom the more you waſh; the clear-- 


er his blackneſſe will appear. Concerning 
the Anſwer to your reaſons we will preſently: 


ſpeak... © 


| ,* P. -I'F; 
"3 This diſcourſe of Ro might have 
r 3J been ſomething towards an endeavour to. 
& prove.-thar we produced ſeverall reaſons 
;, [& inthe caſe of Dicrrephes, but it is no an- 
| I fiver, nor can it pretend to be to the 
| main : 


_ _ 


60 T be propoſall of the firſt 
main of our diſcourſe , which-hatli pro- 
ved the contrary.. Suppoſing therefore 
our former Arguments, - which you have 
not ſo much: as endeavoured to anſwer, 
to be ſtill inforce; and-ſo the reaſonable. 
neſs of thedenial-0n our fide to be ſuffict 
ently proved , we proceed to- clear thoſc 

Objections you have newly raiſed. 
4-6 C28; 
Torr reaſons were onely arawn from the 
occaſion and introauttion of your; Argn- 


ment , which according to reaſon, required 


that it ſhould be placed: onely in an att, 
which was an ative ſeparation belidethat 
of ones ſelf, and therefore. ſay you , you 
were not -to be thought to bave placed it 
in any of theiaid acts, ſave that of caſting 
others out of the 'Church:: - becauſe that 
onely was of force to prove it. 

Now this reaſon of yours ſnppoſes,that you 
are to be thought alwayes to do (in your Ar- 
guments) that which reaſon requires to be 
done : whoſoever therefore proves that you 
did net in the propoſall of thus ' Argament, 


what reaſen required you ſhould have done, | 
aeſtroyes that {uppoſption 3-and thereby Ane - 
ſwers your Argument grounded xpon it, If || 
therefore your expreſſe words ſhew evidenty 


[y, \ 
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ty; that youaid not place yuur Argument 
more in that laſt att , then in af of the 
others, your reaſons are anſwered. ' Seeing 
then, by citing your expreſs words, we ſhew 
that you-did not in them place your Argu- 
| e115. more in the laſt, then in the former 
alts, as reaſon required you ſvenld have 
done, we-ſhew that.you have not done in 
them, what reaſon required to have been 
done.” And thus ' we have by your own 


8 words ſo overthrown your reaſons;that they 
cas needed no particular anfwer.: aud ſo: your, 
7, accuſing ns not.t0 have anſwered what we 
at Have anſwered, is vain and groundleſſe. 


T he reaſons therefore,which you draw from 
E the occafon and introduttion,  ſoew what 
according to reaſon you ſhould have done ;, 
and our anſwer dr awn from your enumer d- 
tion of atts , withost pitching upon any one 
#8 more then another , in the firſ® propoſall 
-- | of them, ſhew that © you have not. done 
ol what reaſon required you ſhould have 
u I done. | The 'firfb propoſall of your Arga- 
eB ment and enumeration of atts in Diotre- 
- i phes 5 this viz, For example, Diotrephes 
- & inthe Church not receiving Saint -Zobn, 
or denying-him the Communion of that 
Church,& denying ic tothe brethren, and 

| for- 


© The propeſall of the firſt 
and caffing them out of the Chureh (and 
all this as loving: to have the prehemi. | 
nence) was mortallya Schiſmatique. Ga- 
ther, Reader from theſe preciſe woras, that 
you placed your Argument m thelaſt ati 
onely ( as you ſay reaſon required gon ſhould 
have done) and in'none of the former, Et etis 
mihi magnus Apollo. | 
* +. v7; 8G 1 hg 

Firſt, you alledge our formall andex- 
prefſewords, F.F,. But there 2s ſome other 
aftive ſeparation, &c. Then. youreferre it 
to the Auditours , whether: avy Fudiciall | 
Reader (which we underſtand not) by the 
ole foree of theſe words can gather, that we 
placed -owr Argument onely in the laſt att of 
Diotrephes : or what reaſonable Argument 
can be drawn from theſe words preciſely , to 
that purpoſe. To which-we anſwer, firſt, 
that though theſe preciſe words ſhould. 
net of themſelves ſhew ;,- that our Argu- 
ment was placed in the laſt a&t onely., yet | 
if any thing elſe had ſhewed it, it were | 
fuſſicient. And wehave . already proved, 3 
nor is our proof as yet contradicted, | 
that ſomerhing elſe did ſhew -as much, |} 


viz. The occation and manner of the ji tt 
intro- | 
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hos have not done tt. For veaſon required, 


wt you fronld wot onely-intend to place your 
edArgument in the taft att aloxe { as you 


Argument examined. 63 
ntroduction of the example of Dis. 
rephes. 

on C. 26. 

The introduflion and occaſion of thee:x« 
mple of Diotrephes ſew onely what in 
»4ſou you ſhomld have done : but thb equal 
ropoſall of all rMofe afts belonging to that 
xample, ſhew that you did not what in rea- 
on you ſhould have dowe.. Now the queſtion 
onely what you did, not what in reaſon you 
bould have done; or whether or 20 you did 

this preciſe propoſall, that which you 

ould have done tn it : and it is manifeſt 


-—- 


vould have it ) but that you fhonld have 
ſignified in that propeſall, that you placedit 
in that ſole att, in pitching by ſome particu- 
lar expreſſion, upon that att alone : aud nct- 
wpons any of the former. Now it 1 moſt exi= 
dent, that you have done wo ſuch matter in 


; BY that preciſe enumeration of atts, Theres 


: they had not ſhewed ſo muchaswe have 


7 fore you have not done what reaſou required 
JJ" ſronld have done. 


PF: 37: 
Secondly we anſwer further , That if 


proved 


64 The propeſaliof the firſt 

proved they have, yet the formall and ex. 
preſſe words framed by us, and recited by 
you , if well conſidered by any judicious 
Reader, ſignifi the ſame. For we align. 
ed thoſe words of St. Zohw, as containing 
in thefn expreſly an aRive ſeparation of 
ſome from the Church, which was not an 
aQtive and voluntary ſeparation of him- 
ſelf that did make the + om And no 
other a&t of Diotrephes by us mentioned, 


but that laſt, of caſting the Brethren out of 
the Church; can be lookt upon as formal. 
ly ſuch:but that aQt of caſting the Brethre» My 
out of the Charch , is truly and formally i 


ſuch. Therefore any judicious Reader 
might bythe force of theſe words gather, 
that we placed our Argument inthe laſt 
at of Dootrephes. 
C. 17. 

T he conſequence of your Argument here 
expreſſed, ſuppoſes that every judicious man 
z5 obliged to judge, that you brought m 


aft to prove your intent , but that one- 


ly which effeflually proves it , and | 


all muſt be defettive in judgement. (in | 
your eſtimate) who eſteem you not ſo in- || 
vfincible Difputants , that all your Argu- | 
ments are Evidences and Demonſtrations. | 
For | 


wY 


0 


Argument examined, 65 

Fer of you may be ſnbjrs tomrgeian Ar- 
ment; aedvedsl dries: owe” fbttnady 
w Met.\' why ay not a yudicions 

on" jueige you bave done ſoon this par» 
cular ? "Why may not a jordicion per» 
m judge, that you'.eftcemed ſome 
DO wins 16 re ng 

8p -prop#ſalh;, to /unju epara- 
ions from - the) Church, beſides: that 
pf 'ones ſelf, which ' were indeed not 
ſo. It were wery ſirange 10 think, 
that every one ſhowld' want judgement, 
pho jnages both that you may be, and ar# 
leceived in the propeſall of your «Ar gu- 
wwents, "IN ay, we adde farther, thar there 
gs great occaſion given by you here, for 
juaicions perſons to judge that you were 
eroded, | For. though #one \ of: the for 
Imer aftr were an; activer ſeparation 
from the Church , beſide that of ones 
ſelf, (as yow here corfeſſe) and ſo in 
conducing to prove your aſſertion, yet 

$ certain it , that in the firſt propeſall 
of your Argument , you judged at leaſt 
one of them to be ſo, namely, the 
& deniall of the communion of that Church 


7 tothoſe who. received St. Zohn : For what 
& is the denying the Churches communion 
7 "WW 


64 T he propoſal of the firſt 
proved they have, yet the formall and ex- 
preſſe words framed by us, and recited by 
you , if well conſidered/by any judicious 
Reader, ſignifie the ſame. For we aſlign. 
ed thoſe words of St. Zohn, as containing 
; in then expreſly an ative ſeparation of 
ſome from the Church, which was not an | 
aQive and voluntary ſeparation of him- 
ſelf that did make the ſeparation. And no 
_ ether a&t of Diorrephes by us mentioned, | 

but that laſt, of caſting the Brethren out of 
the Church; can be lookt upon as formal. 
ly ſfuch:but that a of caſting the Brethren 
out of the Charch , is truly and formally 
ſuch. Therefore any judicious Reader 
might bythe force of theſe words gather, 
that we placed our Argument inthe laſt 
act of Dietrephes. | 
GC. 7. | 
T he conſequence of your Argument here 
expreſſed, ſuppoſes that every judicious man 
z5 obliged to judge , that you brought no 
aft to prove your intent , but that | one= 
ly which effeflually proves it , and ſo 
all muſt be defeflive in judgement. (in 
your eſtimate) who eſteem you not ſo in- 
vincible Difpmtants , that all your Arggu. 
ments are Evidences and Demonſtrations. 
For 


Argument" examined. 6&5 
may be ſubjat# t0nrgean Ar- 
ont;: which" proves: wor effetually 
fonr- intent "\\ why" mm ay>- not' a+ yudicions 
perſon" judge you" have done ſain thu pare. 
ticular ? "Why may not: a judicions per- 
fon judge , that © you": md * ſome. 
your: firft--propsſall;, 29 he:unjuſt ſepara- 
tions from the + Church, beſides: that 
I of ones. ſelf, which | were. indeed: not 
| /o. 1t were ' very "ſlrange 10 think, 
| that every ''one''fpould' want Judgement, 
who jnages both that you may be, and are 
deceived" in the propeſalt of your eArgu-. 
ents, "IN ay, we adde farther, thattbere 
is great occaſion given by you here, for _ 
judicious perſons to judge. that you were 
deoeived.”'\ For. though none \ of+ the: for- 
mer attr\ were an” active ſeparation 
Es from: the Church , beſrde that of ones 
ſelf,” (as you here. corfeſſe) and ſo mm 
conducing to prove your aſſertion, yet 
Y Certain 1t , that in the firſÞ propoſall 
i of your Argument, you judged at leaſt 
Y one of them to be ſo, namely, the 
deniall of the communion of that Church 
to thoſe who.received St. John : For what 
is the denying the Churches communion 
| to 


For"s 


66 T he propeſall of the firſt | 
ro'others; who are:fubje&ts, hut. a-ſepara+ 
tiorrof them from the:-Charch2 And fee- 
0 this was done 2 ther Biſhop; ut muſt 
have the nature of | Excommunication, "and 


3s therefore 'differenced by- you in the next pi 


page, fromthe denying that Churcbes com- 
muxion to: $8::John, and«proper/yuncluded 
3n your Defmition,] (which \you undertake.to 
defend by this Argument ) under the title 
of Communion of Coordination : and B. 3. 
you acknowledge Exoommuntcation. to be a 
ſeparation of another from the Churches 
Communion: 5: therefare you wnderſtood, 
that denying: the Churches communion: to 
thoſewho received $t.:Jokn, to bean attive 
ſeparation of them from the Church; beſide 
that of ones ſelf. Nay, every quaicions per- 


fen ha's a clear evidence , to gather from We. 


the preciſe words of your firft: enatmeratzon 
of theſe aft, that you unarr flood them al, 
either desjuntlively or comuntiivelyto wake 
Dtotrephes mortally a Schiſmatique. Fer 
the now cited words of yours are capable in 
good conſtruftion onely of theſe two ſenſes : 
rhat either you mean in a disjunftive ſenſe, 
that Diotrephes nor receiving St. John, 
or denying him the Communion of that 
Church, was mortally a Schiſmatique ; and 

deny- 


" Argument examined, = = 63. 

lenying.it- to the Brethyen ,. mas mortally a 
owing atls, ſeparately became mortally 4 
Schiſmatique ; fo that by every one of theſe 
its apart;hhe was mortally a Schiſmatique: 
$r you meft mean; that thangh every one of 
he ſaid atts apart did not ſuffice-to confli-. 
ute him mortally a Schiſmatique ,| yet ail 
njunttively aud together did : bath which 
enſes are equally againſt your preſent effu- 
uM. ,. of placing your Argument in 

aft aft alone: For that clearly de | 
he conſtruttion of | the words, and makes 
xr Propofttion evidently falſe, and clear! 
ontraditts what you rh ima va. 
mſwer , that you mentioned the firſt att as 
. Ben mmftance of Diotrephes his Schij/me, as 

We foal fhew ipreſeutly': As if ont \ſpould 
ay, Diotrephes' ifeafng Peters pods, and 
bearing falſe witneſs againſt htm tn a ſmt 
at Law, and ſpeaking iff of him behinde hes 
back, and killing him with bis own hands, 
and all this out of a ſpite againſt him, was 
mortally a martherer ;, intending to prove 
him mortally a murtherer onely by the laft 
aft of killing , what judicions perſen would 
not eſteem him ont of his wits, who ſhould 
advance ſo illogicall a Propoſition as this ? 


and 


68 The propeſall of the fuſt _ 


and. yet yours is nobetter', "if you under. 


food Diotrephes mo more to have become aſſfan 


Schiſmatique' in your ſenſe , by any ſave 
the laſt at alone, then thus ts. ' Andif you 
do underſtand him to have become a Schiſ- 
matique by them all,” as moſt certainly you 


ao, then thoſe former atts muſt. have beenuno 


intended as reaſons and inflances_to proveip 
Diotrephes. mortally a Schiſmatique : 
(and by that to prove your intent ) that 
being the fir} medium which you took, 11 por? 


prove it. 


<5 Bon8, IOETL 

- Whereas therefore you require the 
preciſe words may be particularly ſpecif- 
ed, which figniſie the difference ; we ſpeci 
fe particularly thoſe, An ative ſeparatin 
beſide that of ones ſelf : and ſay.,. thoſe 
words do properly, expreſly,and formally 
belong to the laſt a& of Drorrephes , and 
not ſo to any of the former : and this dit- 
ference any one may eaſily perceive, . who 
would not purpoſely miſtake. Wherefore 
we hope the Auditory will judge you had 
no juſt reaſon at firſt to preſume, that ive 
placed our Argument in thefirſt a& of 
Diotrephes, as well as the laſt. Much leſſe Þþ 
can you have any pretenſe of reaſon ſtill 
to 


' Argument examined. 69 - 
tocontend fort, after we have ſooften, 
and. with ſo| much reaſon denied it. And 
this we conceive ſufficient as to yourfirſt 

og $1 1: a8 00 
We demanded onething , and you anſwer 
another, our demand was, to particularize 
is the preciſe words of the firſt propoſall of 
: hour firſt Argument ' (which we expreſſed 
hree or four times over, and yet you take no 
wrice of it ) which begins, for example, Di- 
ttrephes, &'c. And you deſigne the words 
mmegdiately precedent to that firſt propoſall 
f this your Argument : which contains one» 
-&y your Minor, or Thelis, to be proved, and 
{Wor the Argument to prove it, Whence. ap- 
Wears, that our demand remains whol- 
hy 11/atisficd.;, and ſo we hope every equall 
eader will determine. ' Now that we de- 
anded the ſpecification of ſome words con- 
ained in the ſole propoſall of your Arga- 
ent , is evident by our words : for we ſap 
xprefly more then once , that no word in - 
he firſt propoſall of your Argument of 
diotrephes pokes any determination more 
f the laſt att, then of the precedent, and 
would gladly have the words defogned that 
Wit ; and you neither have deſigned , nor 
CAP 


79 The propuſullof the'frſt 


gan deforne any one word in that whole prof / 
polall, which ſgwifies any ſuch matter. 5 + 
that you have not ſatrsfied our demund, ſeofff -? 
ing the words deſigned by you, foewnot thally -þ 
you did, but that yos ought to have place # 
your Argument in the laſt att alone. © ' i * 
P. I9. d4; | 8; 

Toyour ſecond, when you demand, i > 
what theſe words, viz (andall this, 8c itt 


are referred, we antwer, to all the acts fff :v 
Dwrvephes ; which: did all proceed fron cl 
that one originall deſire of preteminence 
Bur it doth not follow from thence, tha 
we intended to make ufe of all thoſe as 
ro which that love of preheminence di 
belong : but onely that the love of pr 
heminence did beſong to that a&R., whic 
we intended to make uſeof,(and of whid 
alone, we could in that caſe make uſe) 
as well as'to the reſt. Dzorrephes did all wc 
this, as loving to have the preheminencel 
and conſequently did caft the  Brethre! 
out of the Church , as loving ts have the 
preheminence, 


C. 19. 

But to what end did you affirm, that th 
words, all this, &c. referred ro aff the pre 
cedent atts, if you intended not by that ri 


ferenct 


| wine as. 1's Fete fot T honas 
cutting Pas! in the head , Vogt thruſting 
# him through the bedy,; and piercing him 
if through the beart, {and all this as deſt- 
| rous to: takehis life from him) wasmor- 
< taily a; murtherer ;. avd then. being. de- 
manded, what be meant by-all this, ſhould 
0 a/wer, That it referred to all the three 
ill abts, but -yer:he mntended not to prove Tho. 
f mas 4 wwrtherer, ſave onely by the laſt , 

all 01d any mar of "inde ement thipk that bs 
ſhake ſenſe? \ Neither: will your ſaying, 
af That by referring theſe words; a th,.to 
J all the acts, you proved, that thelove of 
preheminence belonged co that: at, which 
you intended- to-make uſe of. For to 
what par: wenr':you fo far '\abojit to 
ll proue thats by ſnokr a generals indubtion, 
rh ſeeing yourmmnhr bavetaken a ſport; _—_ 


2 The propeſall of the firſf 
" and diflinft way to prove that, by ſaying 
— cating them out beet 
and that as loving to-have the. prehemi- 
nence. For who wonld not eftcem vt au ab- 
ſurb manner of arguing, if one. ſeeing three 
men before him,& intending only to affirm 
( 4s conducing to his preſent purpoſe that 
Thomas, the- laſt of them , was an honeſt 
m4», ſhould: ſay thus, All theſe arc honeſt 
men; thereby ſhewirg , that if all, then 
Thomas # one ; ny DA, he might have 
ſaid without any more to do, Thomas is an 


honeſt man , and thereby fpoken both di- 


realy and diftinfily ; as indeed bad your 


meaning been what you ſay , you ſpould 
have done: and not proved the love of 
preheminence to belong to the laſt att, be- 
cauſe it belonged to all ; and by conſequence 
the laſt being one of the number,it muſs be- 
long to it ; when, you might have ſaid a 
well, and more clearly , it belonged tothe 
Laſs aft, withont any ſuch far fetcht Argu- 
ment to prove that , which was evident 
enough without it. 
| io <t'7 P:::20c 237! | 
And therefore your great ſubtilty in 
diſtinguiſhing between ( Allthzs as, &c.) 
and (in all this, &c.) is no way ont 
all, 


em 95 A 6 mo a & wmco cd. 
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| Argument examined. 73 
all. Forwhen we ſay, allthis, ec. we 
 profeſſe to mean'as much as can be under- 
-= food:byal{ rh; in the Nominative Caſe, 
-F as you call.4t,. For if a//thisin. our dif. 
eſW courſe be as you would haveit, the No- 
»K minative Caſe; we deſire you would finde 
MW a verb-for it alſo, , with which it mighr 
FM agree.: For ourparts. we look upon it in 
tl another :caſe, byan Ellipps: AU this, 
» thatis, doing all this, and then iz a// rh; 
x © hath the ſame ſenſe. © 
n C. 20. 

- That you #hanged your own words, you 
Ss 7 not, you cannot deny, '4 though y 07 C01 * 
all cel it here, and callit our ſubtlety, whes 
ff you ſhonld have given it its right name of 
- | youralteration) and that i alwiyes un- 
Nb fair in a Diſpatant , and untrue too, For 
- i you affirm thoſe to be your words which 
# i were not your words ; and where the pre- 
e N ſent quetion is about your words , it 1s of 
i- | concern, even though no great change were 
it || made in the ſenſe. Yet by your leave a 

great change in the ſenſe is made by ti: 
If jour alteration of your own words. . For 
n | whether you makg all this the A ominatine 
) Þ| caſe, viz. all this was done by him (as we 
i- | (ay) or the Accuſative, doing all this ( as 

| np, E Jout 


74 The propoſall of the fir 
you ſay) which imports nothing yet in bath 
theſe ſenſes, all this was done, ordoingall 
this, as loving'to have the preheminence, 


fegnifies that the original motive, which | 


brought him to all theſe ſchiſmatieall afts, 
was inordinate love of preheminence, as 


you ſay is the next Paragraph, who'out of | 


affetation of preheminence , both him- 
ſelf ec. But when you change it thiu,and 
in all this loving to have the prehemi. 


nence, the love of preheminence may be a | 


concomitant or ſubſequent gufF, which he 


rook in enjoying a preheminence above | 


others, not due to him , though moved to 
thoſe afts by ſeme other motiv2 of batred 
v. gr. diſlike, &c. As if one ſhould ſay, 
John fed pon three diſhes of meat, and all 
this as loving to pleaſe his pallat ; it world 
ſtgnifie,that the mutive inducing him to eat 
of thoſe three diſhes, was the love of pleaſing 
his pallat. But if one*change it thus, John 
fed upon three diſhes of meat, inall this 10- 
ving to pleaſe his pallat, 5 implies not ne- 
ceſſarily, that the love of pleaſing hu pallat 
induced him to that aft , bat that he wat 
ind:zced by hunger or defire to ſuſtain na- 
rure but tneating loved the guſt and weet- 
weſſe, which he felt in thoſe diſhes , as a 
ſub- 


1 
F 
2 


' Argument examined. _ os 
ſubſequent, or concomitant affefion, or guſt 
in eating. 
YIY P.. JT hed 
Now if you cannot prove, as you have 
not, that,in our firſt propoſall ot our Ar- 
Sument , we placed- it inthe firſt A& of 
Dietrephes , as'well as in the laſt , ſurely 
you will be leſſe able to-prove, that we 
did ſo. in the ſecond propoſall of it; where 
we exprelly told you, weplacedit in, the 
laſt : which notwithſtanding you. equally - 
endeavour to prove, but without all ſhew 
of probability. For reciting our words, 
B. 5. yon anſwer by aſſerting thi, 8c. You 
ſay, we labour to ſhew your aſſertion to be 
untrue, both from Diotrephes hz nt .recei- 
ving $t. John, &c. And alſo from his caſt= 
ing out the Brethren, Whereas we labour.. 
ed to ſhew your aſſertion falſe by the ex- 
ample of Dierrephes, who did not receive, 
and did caft out , but we laid our Argu- 
ment, not in his zor receiving , but in his 
caſting out. And that wedidſo, is moſt 
evident: for in the ſame place we cited the 
laſt a& in the originall Greek words, that 
they might be Authentique , which we 
did not inany of the other as, andim- 
mediately after the citation of the Greek 
E 2 Text, 


76. T he-prepoſall of the firſt 
Text, we ſubjoyned theſe words , Je ak. 
now, W.45 ,0r was uct this aft of Diotrephes, 
to wit, his caſting thoſe good Chriſtians out 
of the Charch, an att Schiſmaticall, or no ? 
- In which words, we did not, as you ſay, 
inſiſt principally , but totally in che laſt 
at: was this, laid we, a Schiſmaticall att 
or 30? We never askt the queſtion-of any 
other ation of Drotrephes : we propound- 


ed our Argument by way of queſtion; and 


therefore we propounded no other Argu- 
ment, but what was contained in that 
queſtion, we required an anſwer to this 
queſtion onely , and therefore we placed 
our Argument in this queſtion onely : and 
ſo it ſtillremains inviolably true , which 
we ſo manifeſtly before proved, that we 
- placed our Argument in the laſt a& of 
* Dictrephes, before we were advertiſed of 
of the preterition of your Anſwer. 
C. 22, 

1 your ſecond propoſall it is manifeſt (and 
we leaveit to any equal judgement ) that 
Jour words ſignifie , that you placed your 
Argr:ment in all the four atts : but there 
leg to infift particularly upon the laſt : 
which you'took to be the moſt clearly makin? 
tor yow. Your words before cited by us are 


theſe, 


B, Wo ſg SB RS a ws ed 4. ES zz. 
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theſe, The (your Adverſaries aſſertion) 
we prove.to be untrue. Firſt, from the ex- 
ample of Diorrephes, who out of affecta- 
tion-of preheminence, both himſelf recei- 
ved not St. oh his lawfull ſuperiour, nor 
the Brethren, and forbad them who would 
receive them, and alſo caſt them out of 
the Church. ... Why did you nominate here 
the three firſt ats ? was it onely to fill pa- 
per ? had you nointention of proof in it ? cr 
were they no proofs at all ? to what purpoſe 
then did you mention them ? Were there any 
that ſhiuld affirm ,. that there is. never a 
 Traytonr inſuchor ſuch a Town , and an- 
other ſhould ſay, - I prove that to be untrue': 
Firſt, by.the example of John , who- drinks 
kimſelf drunk everg.day , ſteals all ke can 
lay hs hands on, and ſpeaks tl of every £2 
behinde their backs; and alſo ba's plotted a 
Treaſon againſt the. Chief Magiſtrate, 
would he not be thought an argute Diſpater, 
to bring ſo many impertinencies, when he 
might by the laſt onely have proved his in- 
tent , without looſing time and labonr in 
mentioning the former. You muſt therefore 
either confeſſe, that you alledged thoſe three 
' firſt afts to no purpoſe (which we will not 
| ſo much as ſuſpett of you )or that you inteni- 
E 3 ed 


% 
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70 T he propoſall of the firſt 
ed a proof againſt our aſſertion, and of your 
own in them. And yet you might inſiſt par= 
ticularly, and felett the laſt, not as the ſole, 
but as you thought the moſt pregnant proef 
againſt us , not diſclatming from them as no 
proofs , but waving the others af of leſſe 
force : an ordinary prattice among Diſpu- 
rants ; yet ſo , that it ts in the liberty and 
power of the Reſpondent, if he pleaſe,ro hold 
the Opponent to the making good all the 
other partiall inſtances , or reaſons which he 
adauced to prove his Theſis. Neither will 
your evaſion (uſed in a former anſwer ) 
ſolve the difficulty, viz. that you alledged 
thoſe precedent atts , toinduce the Reader 


to the —_—_— the laſt aft. For there 


was no need at all of any ſuch induftun , it 
being a thing ſo eafie tobe underſtood with- 


=" put them. For if you had ſaid onely thus, As 


for example, Dzorrephes caſting the: Bre- 
thren out of the Church for receiving St. 
Zohn , the underſtanding muſt have been 
very flat , which would not have concei- 
ved it 

P.23; 

Whereas inſtead of making good your 
conſtant miſtakes, you go about to tinde 
ſome contradittons in our diſcourſes, we 

doubt 


Arganent examined.” 79 
doubt not, but, your undertakings will 
PLSQVE;;AS; voforegaate, x tele. as in the. 
former: . SSH 57 f « Ji: 

: We faid »vt, potelvige $ f. Joh5zas ao 
excommunication, but the denying Commut- 
gion of ſubordination to him; which , ſaid 
we, and you confelſt it, is no excommuni- 

cation. This you; would prove from our 
own wordsto be yatrue: becauſe when we 
had. faid, denyt ng him: the Community of 
that Church, Ae O oencly added, and de- 
viedit to.the Brethren, which ſignifies, that: 
he denied the ſame Cammunioa to Saint 
7ohn, which he did.to.the;Brethren., and 
the. Communion deniedito the Brethren - 
was not that af ſubordination. To which 
weanſer , That which Diotrephes deni- 
ed; was the Communion ofthe Church ; . 
this. Communion he denied both to Saint: 

7ohs,, and tothe Brethren reſpectively : 
but be: denied the CommuMon to Saint 
7ohur, which was due to-$2. Fohn, and to 
the Brethren, _ that which was dueto the- 
Brethren: the one was the communion . 
of ſubordination, the + other was not , 

and yet. both were 'the communion of 
that Church: and therefore it may-ve- 
ry properly be ſaid, He denied the com- 
E 4 munt- 
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munion of that Church'to St.-Zohn , and 


he deniedr, that is; the communion of 


that Church , to the Brechren, though 
that-communion, which he denied t6-St. 
?ohn, were the communion of ſubordina. 
tion ; and that which he denied to the 
Brethren, were not. 

C:''23» ; 

Here you grant in expreſs terms-, that 
he denied the communion of that Church 
to St, 7obn , which was due to St. 7ohn ; 
hence I ſubſume, But the Communion due 
ro $t. John was not onely of ſubordination 
ro bim ,- as his Swperionr, but alſo of parti- 
cipating with 'all thoſe of that Church *n 
Prayer, Sacraments, 'Chriftsan Convetſa- 
tion, &c, as being no leſs atrue member of 
Chriſts Church, then any other Chriſtian *; 
Therefore he denied both thoſe communions 
to St. John: Bat the deniall of this ſecond 
communion Þy the Biſhop. of a Church, is 
formall excommunication. Ergo, ſince he 
denied that Communion ( by your confeſſion) 
to St, John, which was due to him , he did, 
fo much as in him lay, formally excommu- 
mcate him : and conſequeutly by the word 
it. denying it to the Brethren, you 1ſt 
mean, that he denied that very C _— 
0 
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of the Charch to Sr. John , which he-denicd 
to the» Brethren, though withall he denied 
more to St. John, then ro the Brethren, to 
wit , that' of ſubordinaticn alſo : Seeing 
therefore all.Charch-communion-in Prayer, 
Sacraments, &c. was as due to St. John, 

as to any ather Chriftian-, and Diotrephes 
dented by your confeſſiten here to $t. John, 
that Church-communion which was due 70 
him, he. maſt have aened him the ſaid Com- 
munion: dnd prohibited all thoſe of his 
Church to communicate tn Prayer, Sacra- 
ments and civill converſation with him ;, 
and ſo, as much as was in his power, excom- 
municated him. | 
And here you anſwer not.ene word to an- . 
other Argument, which we preſſed agawſt 
you, viz. That if you meant onely the Com- 

-manio of Subordination by thoſe words, 

denying to him the Communion of that. 

Church, you endeavoured to prove a ſepara- 

tion to.be Sehiſme, befide that of. ones ſelf, 
by alledging a ſeparation, which was a ſepa- 
ration onely of ones ſelf, and intended conely 
as ſuch by you. 
P,: 24. 
Again'to our conſtant deniall, that we 
ever propoundedany plurality of reaſons, 
E's. you 
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you oppoſe our clear words, page IT. 
where we term , ſay you, the partiealars 
which our words contain, Atts Or Reaſons. 
But how clearly theſe words were ours, 
'or how we can be ſaid to acknowledge a 
plurality of reaſons brought by us, we 
deſire the Reader to judge ; who ſhall 


finde that inthe ſame place , where theſe 


words,viz. atts or reaſons are onely found, 
our ſingle Argument asfingle , : andſole 
reaſon as ſole, is mainly urged. For when 


you called upon us to review our own if 


words, we returned this Anſwer , Tox ſe 
we have reviewed them, and plainly finde, 
you were admoniſhed by our words(who 
brought the Argument )7o ſpare your parns 
za conſidering all thoſe atts, or reaſons; and 
zo ſpeak, to what your Opponent argeth you, 
wiz. this aft of his caſting out, &c, Where 
we ſpeak not of any afſignation of rea. 
ſons brought by us, butof- one onely a, 
urgedas an argument by us; and of your 
conſideration of thoſe acts or reaſons, be- 
cauſe you onely would conſider them as 
atts and reaſons. | | 
C. 2 

How much foever yon inſiſted in-your laſt 
weaſon, when you percevved by our anſwer, 
that 


Argument 'examined.. 
that the firſt att was:mſufficient,yet you ſa) 
plainly, that the three former aits were as 

or reaſons; andtheſe net ours, for we med= 
aled with none but the firſt; and you call the 
firſt preſently after, your reaſon, ſaying to 
25,\How. could: you fearthat we: would 
have that our reaſon-to bethought unan- 
ſwered, &c. And though you preſently add 
theſe words, And that former was -menti- 
-oned by us, not. as our reaſon of the in- 
ference of the- concluſion ,. but asanin- 
ſtance of Diotrephes:hisSchiſme,, wherein 
weknew you: would agree with'us ;  &c. 

Yet even bere you acknowledge , that you 
brought 'it as an inſtance (and every in-- 
ſtance 18 a reaſon )of Diotrephes hs [chifm. 

And it ſeems very ſtrange to ws , that any 


 perſonsof reaſon j who brought that exam- 


ple of Diotrephes ro, prove ſomething to 
be Schiſme , which is an aQtive ſeparation 
beſidethat of ones ſelf, hold uſe inſtances 
in proving-the Schiſm of Diotrephes, which 


are ſeparations of ones ſelf. And your ar- 


$ning in this miner is much like to this: If © 
one ſhould maintain , that'a man becomes 

drunk by drinking ſomething , which 1s net- - 
ther wine nor ſtrong-waters ;, and in proof of 
this ſhould argue thus,” John by drinking 


Sacks. 
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Sack., and Claret, and ſtrong Waters, and 
Ale,ts often drunk ; ſhould he not have ſaid 
in any Logicians judgement , John, for ex- 
ample, is often .drunk, by drinking Ale ; 
Therefore-a. man becomes" drank, by : ſone- 
thing, which neither Wine non ſtrong. VWa- 
rers:To what purpoſe. then:were the inſtances 
of Sack.and Claret brought ?. which mere 
zot onely not in.queſtion , but wholly impers- 
tigent, to infer the concluſion, But certainly 
you brought thoſe inſtances roprove Diotre- 
phes a Schiſmatique to ſome purpoſe :.(for 


we will not entertain. any-other- opinion . of 


701) Therefore you muſt have brought them 
as Inſtances of Diotrephes h# becoming a 
ſchiſmatique by abts, containing an Active 
ſeparation from the Church, beſide that of 
ones ſelf :. and conſequently 1n. your..firſt 
propoſall, you really eſteemed all thoſe atts 
ro beſuch, as both appears by your words, 
(as we have now. ſhewed) aud all Logicall 
 #nd ratiqnall proceeding required. 

P, 25. 


 1n theſatne manner you ſay, We ſtile 


the firſt at, whereto you anſwered the origi- 
 nall reaſon, which made Diotrephes 4 $chi/+ 
 matique. Whereas-it was you that tiled 
# ſo, and not-we, anyotherwiſe, :then by 
repeating 
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repeating of your -words: which your ' * 


words were-thele., We did not without 
cauſe term. our-anfwer. to your «firſt reaſon, 
the main ſubſtance of .our. anſwer. and the 
thing "wholly important ; for-that wasthe 
origmallreaſos.,.: which:wade: Diotrephes « 
SIchnatique. 'Thas Your -;; To which- we 
anſwered in: this manner, 1f that were in 
Jour judgement the originall reaſon , which 
made: Diotrephes: a. Schiſmatique ,_" &0; 
Weſgid not, that.it was;the originall rea- 


| ſon; we expreſt not our own-judgement: : 


nay, we allowed got>at-all- your::judge- 
ment, but onely ſaid thus much, That #f 7 
goar judgement it were the -originall reaſon, 
Jet as.our Argument was framed., ut could 
be no reaſon at all, We deſire you there- 
fore hereafter ; - when.. you-read.,our dif- 
courſes, you- will diſtinguiſh yorir own 
words from -ours :: otherwiſe it will - be 
caſie for you to-find. contradiQionsin:onr 
Replies: for we-have not uſually occaſion 
to repeat: ou words, but-on the purpoſe 
to.contradict and refute them ; which-we 


would be;glad you would do to us :.-ſpeak 
ad oppoſitum,and Jet your concluſion con- 
tradi& our propofition., without ſo. fre- 
quent an [grorarro Elenchi.. 


C. 25, 
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; 7 as; C, 25» - 1027 J. 4 
Ton ſay very untruly, when yon affirme, 


s 


that you expreſſed not your judgement in 


that place ,as conformable to. onrs; and 


more;1n ſaying.,. Touallowed not at all of. 
our judgement; and Jer moſt of all, in af- 
| ur -Argument'was fra-- 


firming, T hat as yo ment 
med, it could be.no reaſon! at all. -Zour 

words , ſpeaking "to u5'," are theſe : If that 
were. in your judgement the-principall 
reaſon, which 'made Diotrephes a Schiſ: 


matique, *twas not the prineipall inftance 


of your Opponents, on which they pro- 
feſſed their inference- to depend , &c. 
Where you both acknowledge ut, not to be 
the principall inſtance , and ſo tobe an in- 
Pance z' ( ant every inſtante brought to 
prove any thing 14 a reaſon ) for it would be 
abſurd to ſay of any one, Heis not the prin- 
cipal Magiſtrate,if he be no Magiſtrate at 
all: And hence appears, how untruly you 
affirm, That this firfta& was held by you 
tobe no reaſon at- all's 1s2her diſallowed 
Jouour judgement, that it was the originall 
reaſon, which made Diotrephes a Schiſ- 
matiques which was all that we ſaid, as 
our words there cited by you teftifie. For 
immediately before, you ſaid, Thatithe for- 
ner 


Argument examined. $87 
mer, that is the firſt at,was mentioned by 
you, as one inſtance (that :soxe reaſon ) of 
Diqtrephes 'his Schiſme. Now if it. were 

one, as you here confeſſe,. you muſt needs al-. 
low it to be the: original. reaſon of it; both 

becauſet 15 pat in'the' firſt'place, and be- 

cauſe-all the following atts were performed 
in reference to that, For Diotrephes both 
received not the Brethren, and forbad thoſe 
who received tbew', aud caft them out of the © 
Church:; becanſe (even as you confeſs ) they 
lived in Catholique Communion with Saint 
John, aud wonld not rejett him, as Diotre- 

phes had done. And hence appears alſo how 

wntrue i ts, that you expreſt not your own - 
judgement :ifor you :expre(f it ſufficiently, 
both by. granting that the firſt aft was uſed 
by you as an 1nftance of Diotrephes his 
Schifme , and thatit was ah inftance', on 

which you profeſſed your inference to de- 

pend, though not the principal ; andthat 
reciting our-words, 2:2. if that were. in 
your ' judgement \the originall .. Reaſon, 
which made Diotrephes - a Schiſmatique.- 

Tow adjoyn no denial of it; (by ſaying v. gr. 
we deny ; or ſeme-ſuch like ai{allowance 
of our judgement ) and do tacitly -aamit of 
vt, but deny onely that it was the principall 
| | inſtance 
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inſtance of your inference , which. was wot 
contrary to what we ſaid-there : for it might 
well be the originall reaſon of Diotrephes 
be Schiſme,” as' we (aid it was, and yet 
990t ( at Heaſt in your judgement) the-prin- 
ripall inſtance of your inference, as you ſaid 
"it was nit. Now it t ſtrange to ſee, to 
what waverings and inconſtancies, ſtraits 
have brought you in this particular, : about 
this firſt att of Diotrephes. Firſt , you 
ſay , It was no'reaſon. of. yours, xt 4 


reaſon brought by us. Secondly that it | 


was mentioned by you, as. an inſtance, 
'( that is a reaſon } of: Diotrephes his 
Schiſme : - pre/extly after , that it was an 
.inſtance.,: rhough 'not the: principall , 
'which you profeſſed: your inference to.de- 
Ppend. After thrs, that it was noreaſon if 
'Diotrephes hiz Schiſme. And laftly, that 
#t -was no reaſon at all , as you ſay here. 
Iu your former anſwer you ſay , That" it 
'WAs an inſtance. agreed .on both parts, in 
your next Reply, that is was produced by 
Jou onely as antecedent .and neceſſary to 
Jead 1s ito the. following .words, &c. and 
ſo no inflance of: Diotrephes his Schiſme. 
Thus. you play faſt and houſe , off and on, 
ſay and unſay a occaſion ſerves., _—_ 
REL 
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Wrrwth 2: frog againſt you, that, you 


your OWN. 


0 ; ” a | , , 
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knew not what to {ay ; and yet ſomething you 


will ſay, rather then-yicld toir, You need- 
| ed not-therefore ro admoniſh 185 of attending 


better to your difconrſes : for you ſee we 
have fifted them more narrowly, then you 
your ſelves have. done : and we hope; we 
ſhall not bei found. guilty: of citing your 
words otherwiſe, then you have writ them +, 


as you cannot deny, that you havemiſcited 


P. 26.5: 

Thus having duly.confidered a4 which 
you have -brought- toi force usto:an ac- 
knowledgement of *a multiplicity.of rea- 
ſons in the example of -Dsorrephes, that 
thereby you might. ſeem to have: refuted 
fomething , we finde, that as we never in- 
fſteduporany-:oneat; of -Dierrephes,. as 
an Argument to prove our .intent, v/z. 
That ſome Ave ſeparation, . belide of 
ones ſelf, is ſciſmaticall , ſo we baye pro- 
ved the ſame by Argyments never yet an- 
{wered, and have cleared the ſame from 
whatſoever hath been-objected.. - 

Bad "Y C:::26, 

we muſt give you leave to. ſpeak , how 
well you have proved that there was one ſole 
| reaſou 
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reaſon in the. firſt propoſal, of your. Argu- 
went, before youreceived our Anſwmen toit, 
(for thus i 15 the thing-which we: chiefly niw 
objett againſt you) we. hope by this ba's (a 
epenly appeared, that no more 2s neeafull to 
evidence it. The reſult therefore of this 
your Reply, even to this laſt juſtification of i 
Jour ſelves, is thus:much-:: Firſt you ſaid, 
Jour reaſons were notranſwered.,: when your 
' own words cited by us, had overthrown their 
ground , and ſo ubſtratted all force from 
them. Secondly, you account no man Judi. 
Cious, who judges, that you uſed any x eaſun 
_ to confirme your Theſis, but what was of f 
force toconfirmeit,'' Thirdly ,.we-demand 
that yoe ſhrew, by particularizing ſom, 
words inthe' firſt propoſall of.your: Argu-VÞy,;; 
ent, which ſhew, that yuu placed it 1n.the 
Taft a of Diotrephes-alone, and in none of i, 
the former; and for anſwer you bring thr); 
words of your Thilſis:; »»bich was ito bt 
proved, and not the words in the propoſal F; 
of your Argument ,, which. you brought t1 
prove that Theſis, Fourthly, we demani | 5, 
is what your words,” All-this, &Cc;: are re- h 
ferred ; whether to one alone , or to all the 
precedent ats ? You anſwer to all; and if 
roall, ſay we, (which we intended to my 
Wh) 


— 
by 


- 
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why are they ſoxeferred ;\ but to ſpew, that 
» Diotrephes was renared moxtully.\a Scife 
' Bl matique by them all ? and if a Sehiſmatique 
' by them all, then you maar uſe of all the ſaid 
0 Watts to prove it ; and by that mediim, of 
5 Wi b+s being mortally a Schifmatique:by thoſe 
as, to prove. your Fheſts. 'Fifthly-, you 
ew that, mediately by 'a, generall propoſi- 
tion, which all Logick.required:-to have beeu 
ewed by it ſelf falely, 'andimmediately. 
S$:xthy,” you ſay, that Diotrephes:denied to 
$t. John the Commumnon of that Church, 
which.was due to-Tim ,. and yer you deny 
that he deprived: him of that Communion, 
{ of participating in Prayer ,. Sacraments, 
Band Chriſtien converſation) of which'he de» 
i Bprived' the Brethren, and yet that very 
Communic was 'dae. to him.” Sevenrviy, 
of jon deny flatly here ;"that' the firſt aft of 
/ Diotrephes z{ any reaſon at all brought by 
bY jou ;, and yet you acknowledge before , that @ 
Bi 4s mentioned by yen 4s an inſtance, 
"(that z5, a reaſon) of Diotrephes hz 
"Bl Schiſane :\ and his Schiſme was the medi- 
e-Fum , which you firſt toock to prove your 
© Theſis. hell Jo bring e: laſt a att 
ito prove your Theſis, which proves it not : 
; : Jear Theſis was this ,, Some aftive ſepara- 
| i tion, 
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tion befide that of ones ſelf 535 Sehiſme : the 


att. which you pitch upon toprove this, is 


Diotrephes caſting others out of the church, 


for keeping due Catholique. Communi- 
on. ''Now'this addition. for keeping duc 
Catholique Communion ,:. renders. that 
caſting. others ent of the. Church to be as 


atHve ſeparation, whichis a ſeparation of 


onesſelt , and conſequently not onely prove: 
ot your Theſis,- that there is lomeaCtive 
ſeparation, beſide that of ones ſelf, which 
1s Schiſm ; bx proves the quite contrary, ij 
Thprove any thing. Now that ſuch a ſep- 
ration, for keeping due-Catholique Com: 
mMmunion ,- #s 4 ſeparation of ones ſelf , wt 
have made mamfeſt : for it is an external 
exerciſe of hatred and rejeftion of Ci 
tholique Commuzion , which cannot but be 
a ſeparation of ones ſelf from that Com- 
munion. Nixthly, our anſwer to the firſ 

aft of Diotrephes, whereby he firſt became 
a Schiſmatique, by ſeparating him(elf from 
the Church, and which made all the ſubſe- 
quent atts ſchiſmaticall , and participant 
ſeparation as the formall motive of them, 
( for they; were all done in order to that ) rt: 
mains to this very hoar, not onely unanſwer- 


ed, but untouched, though you have been 0 
often 
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I often-admoniſhed by us of that preterition. 


And:though.you ſay ina former Reply, that 
the not receiving; $t. John. might have been 
areaſon,. and-yet not hinder, that your laſt 
aft maybe. ateafon too; if you mean. (as 
you muſt, if you will prove any. thing) that 
it could be a reaſon too,that z5 ſuch a reaſon, 
45 includes an Ative ſeparation beſide 
that of ones ſelf; we: ſap, if ours, was 4 
reaſon, that could not be a' reaſon too. : far 
it having been done by: Diotrephes in refe- 
rence to the firſt alt , aud onely for thus rea- 
ſin, that they. received St. Fobz , he caſt 
them out of the Church, ſeeing that firſt 

reaſon includes a ſeparation of ones ſelf, 


your laſt' aft of caſting out could not be a 


reaſon including an Adive ſeparation 
beſide that of ones ſelf. Tenthly,. to our 
anſwer to the laſt aft of Diotrephes, how 
it was ſchiſmaticall , yow have not yet 
ſaid one word, viz, That as the a& of - 
ſpeaking againſt St. Fohy , was in it ſelf 
tending towards Schiſm ; ſo likewiſe were 
the ſubſequent as of not receiving the 
Brethren ,| and caſting them out of the 
Church , becauſe they communicated 
with Saint 7ohz, ſchiſmaricall a& in 
themſelves, abſtraſting from the pre- 
cedent 
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cedent- Schiſme of him 'that did them 
not becauſe it was onely.an unjuſt eje& 
on out of that Church, but becauſe it.con. 
Tained:in:ita contemptiand- diſpbedien 
againſt the lawfull Apoſtalicall Paſtour of 
that Church ; and by conſequence a reit: 
ratingan aQive voluntary ſeparation 
Diotrephes from St. Foha,and by him fro: 
the whole Church , zr ſupra. Thus w 
Which ſhew evidently , that this new-a&, 
which you ſo much infiſt.;45.not an ative |; 
 parationgbeſide that of ones ſelf,but an attin. 
ſeparation of ones ſelf, ayd4as ſuch 9) 
Schiſmaticall. And now glory as much a. 
you pleaſe , that you have proved your inf 


tent by Arguments: never yet anſweret 
and have cleared the ſame from whath 
ever hath:been objefted. But withall 1 
will pleaſe to give leave to the * Au 
rours, to determine whether this your glu 
be Vain, or #0. 


"46; 1$Þ; ©. 3+ | 


That caſting others nnjuſly out of the 
keep due-Catholique Communion, z /o 
far from difproving the definition given 
1( by the Catholique Defendants, that it 
Ol confirms theirs, and proves not the Defi- 
wi - nition of the-Proteſtant Opponents. 


| Go 27- 

Va ſuppoſed, we go forwardto 
| \ your laſt reafon,ſo much preſſed 
by you about cafting:Chriſtians.ont of the 
g Church; which received St: Fohn. To this 
we anſwered-punQually, as you demand- 
|ed, thatir was Schiſmaticall, and gave 
K two reaſons, each ſufficient for the Schiſ- 
maticalneſſe of it, as you 'acknowledge. 
To your fo muchprefling us to anſwer 
to rm reaſon. and complaining thatwe 
anſwered not directly toit,viz. That Dic- 
trephes caſt thoſe Chriſtians out of the 
Charch'for-no other reaſon , then for kgep- 
ing due Catholique Communion, we reply, 
that we: conceived thoſe words to ſay no 
more, thenas related to your definition, 
that he caſt them out of the Chureh 
bis j cauſe. 
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keeping due Catholique Communion can 
be no juſt cauſe of eexcommunication,” or 
caſting out of the Church : 'as when a 
good Fu je& or ſervant is wrongfully calt 
out of his natural Countrey , or Maſters 
fervice, ſuch as know their innocency uſc 
to ſay, they were caſt out for- being good 
members of the Commonwealth; or ſer- 
vants in their families, that is , without 
any juſt cauſe atall. And if-we had con- 
ceived, that you had meant' by that ex- 
preſſion any more then this, 'we would 
have rendered you a further anſwer, - But 
now perceiving by your often preſſing re- 
iterations of that reaſon, that you ſpake 
not onely in the premiſed negative man. 
ner, but meant it' poſlitively, #;z. That 
the formall reaſon -of their caſting out 


thoſe perſons was, onely becauſe they 
kept due Catholique Communion, that is, 


reduplicative, and reflexively for that ſole 
reaſen , we return you thisreply. Firſl, 
that we had no reaſon to imagine that 
you intended any ſenſe of. thoſe your 
words, which is deſtruRivye;of.it ſelf, as 


_ thatis, which we prove thus : Becauſe it 


15 1mpoſiible that any one ſhould become 
| g 


cauſeleſly and unjuſtly : "ſeeing that the 
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2 formallSchiſmatique by ſuch an .a&;as 
that-pretended by you would be': ſeeing 
ſuch ana& ſuppoles-him to be a formall 
Schiſmatique , at leaſt az730, in wilt and 
affe&tion ; andeither accidently puts it in 
externall execution , as many other as 
may do, which are done for the ſame end: 
as: if one; ſhould ſuſpend or-interdi& 
others , ſolely becauſe they keep Catho-.. 
lique Communion ; which notwithſtand- 
ins you neither put'iin your definition, 
nor blame'ours, becauſe it wants them , 
or augments his Schiſme , ifit be already 
contracted'by any former exteriour a&, 
as this of Dzotrephes was, For it cannot 
be conceived, that any one can caſt an- 
otherour of the Charch, for this ſole, po- 
ſitive and formal reaſon, becauſe he keeps 
due Catholique Communion, if he benot 
preſuppoſed a contemner, hater, and re- . 
linquiſher of due — Communion 
himſelf. For ſo long as this Caſter our is 
ſuppoſed tobe in Catholique Communi- 
on himſelf, and a lover and maintainer of 
it, how.can he caſt out another ſolely for 
continuing and maintaining that Com- 
munion, unleſſe he be ſuppoſed to main- 
tain and deſtroy, to love and hate, to 
eſtceme 
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eſteeme and contemne , to: accept and 
reje& the ſamething , atthe ſame time. 
And hence follows evidently , that'the 
formall reaſon , which "makes this Caſter 
out a'Schiſmatique, is not.an aQtuall caſt. 
ing others without ſufficient cauſe or au- 
thority out of the Church, as you ſay: in 
your definition'of Schiſme (which you are 
obliged neither to deſtroy, nor alter in 
the progreſle of your diſcourſe ,-unleſſe 
you difallow of your own definition) but 
the ſole” formall cauſe of Schiſme in -this 

_ aR, isthe contempt and rejection of Ca- 
tholique Communion, which-might acci- 
dently have been executed in other mate- 
rial a&ts not ſeparating others from the 
Church , as well as by that. Neither 
therefore is our definition to be reputed 
lame , and yours perfed , as yourepute 

_ them, by the want or addition reſpective- 
ly of thoſe tearms ; unleſſe you eſteem 

| thewantor addition of an hundred other 
as, which are not ſeparative of others 
from the Church, and yet may be done 
for the ſame reaſon, for which you ſay 
this. ſeparation of others by | Diorrephes 
was done, that is, Solefy for keeping the 
Catholique Communion , which you have 
not 
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| notadded,; and if you had, you would 


have made a monſter of a definition. Ei- 
ther therefore acknowledge your definiti- 


- on- lame, for-not particularizing all thoſe 


other unſeparatiffs a&ts, which done for 
this ſole reaſon will be materially as Schiſ. 
maticall , as. this of Diotrephes : or- that 
ours 15 zot lame, for not particularizing 
the ſaid ſeparation. of others from the 
Charch. And hence we maintain withouc - 


re difficulty, what we ſaid, and you ob- 
J 


againſt us,T hat there is no ative ſepa- 
ration, ſave that of ones ſelf from the whole 
Church , which can properly be tearmed 
Schiſme. For ſeeing we dealt with Logi- 
cians and Philoſophers, we ſuppoſed that 
they would underſtand our words accord- 
ing to the rules of Logick and Philoſo- 
phy, that is, in a formall ſenſe,and quare- 
2 tale, as ſuch an aRive unjuſt ſeparati-. 
on of others is formally an unjuſt ſeparati- 
on of others, and under that ſole formality: 
As if one Philoſopher ſhould ſay to an- 
other, #0 peice of wood can be tearmed pro- 
perly an image , he wereto be underſtood 
in ſenſ# formals, that is, onely in ſo much 
asitis a peicerof wood , or under that /ole 
formality ; or if you ſhould have ſaid ro 
PS F|2 us, 


Church of Chriſt , + 
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us, #0 #njuſt ſuſpenſion , or interditt of 
others , can properly be tearmed Schiſme, 


ſeeing they contain noaQve ſeparation 
of our ſelyes, or othersfrom the viſible 
ch you eſteem ne- 
ceſfary to conſtitute Schiſme , as appears 
by your definition, we would preſently 


| have underſtood you ina formall ſenſe, 


that is, as they are unjuſt ſuſpenſions , or 
interdias, and no further. TY 

Now in this formall ſenſe , uſuall and 
obviousamong Philoſophers. our propo- 
ſition is moſt true, For no ative wnjuſs 
ſeparation of others from the Church, ſtand- 
#ng in the ſole formality, or mtrinſecall no- 
tion of ſuch an aflive ſeparation , can pro- 


 perly be tearmed Schiſme ;, no more then 


a peice of wood can be properly tearmed 
animage, Or an unjuſt ſuſpenſion , &c. 
under the ſole notion of unjuſt ſuſpenſi- 
on, can be tearmed properly Schiſme. 


' When therefore any unjuſt ſuſpenſion,in- 


tcrdi4 , or excommunication of others 
are denominated Schiſme, or formally 
Schiſmaticall, it proceeds not from any 
tormality compriſed within their eſſentia] 
notions, but from the adjunction of ſome 


other extrinſecall and accidentall forma-( 


lity; 


* 


lity , which formally,conſtitutes them in 
the notion , of Schiſme.; no otherwiſe, 
then the adjunRion of ſome artificial fi- 
gure to a peice. of wood, conſtitutes it for- 
mally' under the notion, or denomina-. 
tion of an image. Astherefore, thoug1 
by reaſon of this adjuntion , ſome 
pieceof wood. may be truly termed an 


| image, yet it would be impertinent to 


put theſe termes of word into the definiti- 
on of an image, fo though by the like 


adjundtion of ſome accidentall formality, 
ſome unjuſt ſuſpenſion, .interdic, or ex- 


communication, of others may be truly 


tearmed Schiſme, it would be as little per- 
tinent, to put #j»ſt ſuſpenſion interdift, or 
excommunication of others into the getin!- 
tion of Schiſme. And here yoitr Sophiſin 
is clearly deteced;,. when you ſay, that if 
we acknowleage, that ſome unjuſt afiive ſe- 
paratian of others from the Church , is «7 
may be Schiſme, then both our. definition 
and aſſertion'is overthrow#, For we an- 
ſwer moſt eaſily, that if we confeſle , that 
ſuch a ſeparation be Schiſme, by any for- 
mality which is eſſentiall to the notion of 
unjuſt ſeparation of others (which we ne- 


ver acknowledged, nor ever ſhall acknow- 


F 3 ' ledge) 
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ledge) I grant your conſequence : if it be- 
come Schiſme, or Schiſmaticall by ſome 
other externall adjun&, »t ſ#pra, we de- 
ny it? And ſeeing this ſaid externall for- 
mality harh neither yet been proved, nor 
can poſſibly be conceived to be any other, 
then what we have put in our definition, 
viz. lome reaſon involving a voluntary 
ſeparation of our ſelves from the whole 
true viſible Church of Chriſt, it ſerves for 
a moſt ſtrong confirmation of the-per- 
tection of our definition. 

P. 27» 

From this you paſſe toour laſt reaſon, as 
3:uTall it which ts the ſole reaſon in the caſe 
of Diotrephes, which as yet we ever nrged, 
and tell us, that age two reaſons for 


the Schiſmaticalneſſe of that aft of Dio-. 


trephes ,- aud acknowledged the aft to be 
Schiſmaticall for theſe two reaſons, where- 
as the queſtion was propounded to you under 
another reaſen-: and therefore your liberall 
grving (who were the Reſpondents ) of thoſe 
two reaſons, was no punttuall anſwer to pur 
queſtion. Where we advertiſe you lihe- 
wiſe, that that demand of ours of an anſwer 
to our queſtion, was not with auy reference 


to the juſtificaticn, or explication of our own 


defi- 


ae mtion, bat. to the im Koning of CRY s 
ack onely was ind Wy -- 74 6 1 
ſtiqn contained our Argument againſt you , 

and ſhould have been punitually anſwered. 
| But Fa [ay , you would have rendred a 
. further Anſwer , if you had conceived our 
meaning : and now you underſtand our mean- 
ing, T hat the formall reaſon of the caſt. 
ing out ,: was onely for keeping due Ca- 
tholique\Communion, you tell w firſt 
(3thogt: a. ſecond) it.is impoſſible that 
any one ſhould. become. a formall Schif- 
papel ſuch an a&. By which words, 
6f you mean to oppoſe our ſen{e you ought 
to have 8197086 14-4 the Of to wh ch 
Jour punttuall . Anſwer was required. was 
this, Was, or was not this aft of Diorre- 
phes, viz. hu caſting thoſe good Chriſt ianr,, 
lively members of: Cid he out of the 
Charch, and that for na other cayſe, bi: 
for keeping. axe. C atholique Commun, 
an a& Schiſmaticall? 4. paninall An- 
{wer to this bath been oft called for , and 
wow at laſt you give us for your Anſwer, 
That theſe words are deftruive of them- 
ſelves, becauſe it ts impoſſible, that any one 
ſhould become a formall Schiſmatique by 
ſuch an att, ſince wy be preſppoſta.c | 

4 Fat 
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have been one before. Firſt, we ſhew'this is 

ot ad oppoſitum; and ſo nothing yet” of 
panftuall anſwer now at laſt. - For thus att 

ſo much urged upon you, may have beey done 
for no other canſe , but for their keeping due 
Catholique Communion;as we ſay ; ana may 
have been done by exe preſuppoſed to have 
been a formall Schiſmatique , as you ſay, 

aud yet' ftill this at be an aft: formal- 
Yy Schiſmaticall , though done onely for that 
cauſe; (which 75 all we need to ſay, or to 
have granted us by you':) And when 
afterwards we ſpeak, of ſume ones firſt 
becomming © a” Schiſmatique \, then | our 
words were theſe , That he .who e- 
parates "others unjuſtly from” the 
Churches Communion , doth thereby 


indeed (if not feparate before) con- 


ſequently ſeparate himſelf from the 
Church. Thoſe words of ours, if not 


ſeparated before, might have [aved you 


 agreat part of the needleſs trouble of this 
* Reply. | 
Your reaſon , why you charge our 
words to be- untrue and impoſſible to be 
true, is,becauſeſuch ana ſuppoſes him to 
be a formall Schiſmatique , at leaſt animo, 
7» will and affetion:: which reaſon of 
Yours 
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yours ſuppoſes neceſſarily, that nomancan. 
ao an att formally Shiſmaticall , which is a * 
formall Sohiſmatique before , then which 
nething .can- be more irrational: As if 4 
formall Heretique might not afterwards 
"truly elicite, and do, atts formally Hereti- 
call; or a perſon. formally Sedittons may 
net afterwards elicite, and do atts for- 
_ mally : Seditions ;, or a-formall Habituall. 
. Drunkard. may” not afterward commit 4 
\formall aft of Ebriety. But you give 4 
reaſon of your reaſon, becauſe it can- 
_ not be_ conceived , that any one can 
caſt another out of the Church: for this 
ſole poſitive and formall reaſon, if he be 
not preſuppoſed- to. be a contemner, ha- 
ter, and relinquiſher of due Catholique 
Communion hjmlelf. Bar what if he 
be ſo preſuppoſed ? we have already ſhew- 
ed, that neither hurts nor anſwers us. 
And ſecondly we now come to examine the 
truth of theſe your Aſſertiens, and ſay, that 
by ſuch an att done upon ſo unjuſt a cauſe, as 
for keeping ane 'Catholique Communi- 
op ,. ſome” one may poſſibly. become a for- 
mall Schiſmatique (whether Diotrephes 
caſe were ſuch or no) whereas your Aſſer= 
tion 75. , That it 1s: impoſlible any one can :: 
E- Fs which: 
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which you cannot perſiſt ro defend, if you 
Conſider, that any. perſon, firſt, having ha- 

 rredin his beart towards a"Company of his 
Chriſtian Brethren, and being devodof the 


internal love of God; and ChHNft, and his 


Charch, and filled alſo with bolaneſſe and 
arrogance pride, thay yet bave elicited 
#0 att internall wr externall of formall 
 Schiſme , thaugh he be tn'the npheſt and 
next difÞoſition thereto"; ati then may pre- 
ceed, being pricked on by hatred and pride, 
to a reſolution internall , commanding an 
externall execution of caſting out ſuch 
Brethren, and that upon ſo unjuſt acauſe, 
as for keeping ane Catholiqne Communion , 
which he being before prond , 'as we ſaid, 
now begins to contemne, that hu batved maj 
execute revenge, .and thereby becomes a 
formall Schiſmatique. And doth net, we 
pray, that Text of St. John mean fo much! 
They went out from us, but they. were 
not of us : for if they had been of-us, 
they would , no donbt , have-continued 
with us, 1 oh 2.19, They'went out 
from us, there 7 their firſt formal aft of 
Schiſm : Byt before this, $t.John ſuppeſes 
they were not of us, they were wot mater- 
nally joxned with ns by Fatth, working by 


Love, 
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Dove ur elſe no doubt thry world: haveron- 
thitied with ns. For it being impoſſible; that 
any ſhould $9 oat from the Ghurch: by. 

« Sehifome , -who' had" in" their hearts Faith 
"nrking by Love ; yer-n' ws poſſible bit 
* ſeemed'to us in their caſe ulſo-reall;;"\andto 
' bave-been' St Johns meaning) thafithey 
fhonld neither Ivve God, - nor Chriſt, nor hes 
' Church, before they went, or reſolved to go 
out from them by fermall Schiſme ,.'or had. 
© elicited or done any other att. of firmall 
ROTO TOS EIT ITOTN 
Now as to the reafon you alledge , if it 
_ were trae to that intent to which you alledge 
it, it would overthrow your own Definiti- 
| 02, for the defence of which you brought it : 
| - A precedent contempt of Catholique .Com- 
| munionbeint as necefſary-(if neceſſary to 
| Geprecedent ) to that att which your de fini > 
of tion makes formally ſchiſmaticall ,, that ts, 
NN the ſeparation of ones ſelf from the whoſe. 
Church , as to the at which: you oppoſe in 
il ours : For it 15 as true, that none can ſo ſe- 
of parate himſelf voluntarily. from the whole 
f Charch, but he which is a contemner of all 
Catholique Communion, 4s #t 1s, that no- 
man can without ſuch contempt caſt out an- 
other, for that cauſe of keeping due Catho- 
| lique 
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ligne: Communion. Nay. z- this, precedent 


Contempt t more. neceſſary in him, that vo- 
: luntarsdy ſeparates himſelf from the mhole 
\Church,then in him wheſeparateth ancther, 
for r-onely; unjuſt; cauſe of Keeping . due 
Aeſereto keep Coummwnion with the: Church 
- himfelf( though he envy it to another ) which 


 thefurmer canmt, ſuppoſing he willfully ſe- 


As for your objedlion un relation to our de- 


finition it ts improper, whiles yet the queſti- 


om. before our bands, and our Argument , 
and your Anſwers are''onely about - your 
definition, as by your (elves. explain- 
ed ,. whether it be yet tolerable as a defunt- 
14022, or even a good and convertible deſcri- 
prion (for we would nat be nice with you, 
we told you.) Now for you arſwltorily to 
remove this cauſe from triall and iſſue, 
by fulling to recriminating of ours , # fal- 
laciows , viz, Tgnoratio Elenchi , axd as 
yet wnſeaſonable : when ours comes to be 
#mpugyed, we ſhall not deft roy it , nor alter 
it, but defend it (though we have juſt 
11obt of explaining it, which you have ff 
1:3: hout our conipiaint taken 10 your ſelues 
#72 Jo ir 4 Yo | 

| To 


ike communion: for the latter. may yet - 


abba a2 ants 
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+ To, gorr often; objeGipg; to. us: the» caſe - 


of . Smfpenſions and. Interdifts , we. once 


an. ths th we 


Antexauel., or .cxample of whole N ations 
Jametimes. from. the exerciſe of thoſe afts, 
rr ein. uh. cmmunent part . at... leaſt. of 
Eccleſiaſtical externall Communion con- 
hh, if infliied (as this cjetion by Dio- 
trephes, was ) for. this onely. unjuſt. cauſe, 


. Commuzlon , 5 truly Schiſmaticall, aud 
þr alſo au unjuſt" Suſpenſon of Ofteets 
of \'the Church : For example, Biſhops, 
and Priefts from. the. execution of .their 'of= 
fice., wherein an eminent -part at- leaſt 'of 
Eceleſrafticall externall, Communion is. 
exerciſed , if filed (as this cjeftion by 
Diotrephes .was) | for. this, onely anjuſt 
cauſe ,. viz. for their keeping due. Ca- 
tholique. Communion, ts truly Schiſmati- 
call : and theugh we blame you not for not 
naming them n your definition, nor there- 
fore name them in ours , yet we blame your 
defending ſuch a definition ' as adequate, 
under which theſe are nat contained, and by 


which theſe are wholly excuſed from ſchiſm, 
as ſuch $. and we. auerre, that if they be 
brought to the triall by ours, they _ 
| e 
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be found condemned of Schifme: by our mY 
- "finition , "45 by their own mtrit and gil 
they onght ro be, and all that would aefe 
"hem from'it. For being randy es Wo 
- an unjuſt interdifting or ſifſpending others, 
\and "that for keeping tne Cnthotique Com- 
mnyion, they are at teaff 4 tawſeleſſe ethruſt. 

, or ethers (what is them bes, 
| of entence them) from 'the due and'boun- 
ntexeres(e of that 3 which ts aneminent 


Yom ogra np 
confidence in' that thin and ftoght fallacy, 


that in unjuſt caſting out, or interdidt, of ,, 
ſiufpenſion of others , ſolely "for keeping au th 
Catholigue. Conmmunios\, they” 'woutd b: | - 
emily, at leaſt anime, in will-and affeltion, 
3 fort they part it accidentally into externall 
— ou muſt then be told, that you, 
| who ſpeak. as Philoſophers, ſhould advert, 
That a forall ation: includes” togerher 
" the mternall and extergatl alt. and foi in 
3.0 John g. © 5; iennofns ixfonae 
includes, we conceive , both the tlicite and 
 Tmperate ry Diotrephes's will, that s,, 
both the mine, command, and the externall | 
 execurion 'of caſting out the Brethren, as 
*Ippears in thiſe words F the holy ho | 
| An 
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 Andnot content wp vey &c. beef 


ſay we, Yhe 


eth them ont of the Church: and-it. were 
£00 puerite xdifpwte to: controvert here; 

ther-the (Culunmiatonr or. Murthirer, hs 
formally fwch, by ks will avd intent too6- 
iunmiate or murther-; ws d the-qaternall 


 calumniating or murthering., "whereas "tis 


—_— they ave ſuch Jenny, 653 both; 
and he Nd packs rxternall-at}, : a * 

3 8 wales ei together 10 ac- 
”__ the intermall:guile of the will. So then, 


bes Brethren ont of | 
-0n, when ſolely for rheiranatnemining C's 

tholiqut' Conmunten., in that at} .( a4 
Moral aft is wont 20 betaken concretely, 
including the will effefting or endeavonr- 
ing threxteruall «l) wnnft not be ſuppoſed 
by yon, # wot- by ws mn ſenſuccom- 
polito., 30 be thewa lover and maintainer 
of Catholique —_— but by and in 


ty Tokifuratiead. 


deſtroy, Jowe und his: pea and cowtene, 
Accept an as you objett# ; bur (whith 
you might eafily bave Uifevvered your. 
| felveswo bronr \mrininy) dorh, ſorfar w 

itharut, clitire and Rs 'of bes will 54 
COR» 
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conſidered, ſolely deſtroy, hae ontemne Ca. 


tholique' "Communion ;, and therefore. the 


contrary followes evidently that ſuch aft u- 
All caſting «out. others. for ſuch unjuſt canſ: 


 mentioned.; viz.\for their keeping of due 


Catholique Communion," 1s 'a formal rea- 
ſon why they are ſchiſmaticall. This aft of 

| Caſting, out ( as it includes the aft of the 
- Will, and otherwiſe it were not a moral atti- 


on )the. Brethren out of the Church for this 


. unjuſt caiſe; u'st* ſelf."a manifeſt wielation 


and contempt of .Catholique Communion, 
in. that. which was hi: part to maintain, aud |- 


to have conſerved ( as our. definition ſug - 
«geſted , in: that. whichevery part ought 


. to ſupply): Fox he,. who heing 1m Autho- ||. 


rity, or pretending.to. be, violates the bond 
of Cathilique Communion , which he in 


his place. (whereto he pretends) ts eſpeci- ; 
ally ſet 'to conſerve, maintain, and: defend 


. in himſelf ,, and in others y | by caſting 
. others unjuſtly : out for. this: unjuſt cauſe, 
for keeping. due Catholique Communion , ts 
i that att, as ſuch, formally a con- 
temuer and wviolater of Catholique Com- 
munion ,. and formally ſchiſmaticall,, ana 
Jou.will never be able to quit hins of it : 
And therefare your definition. ( wherein 


you | 


/ 


you profeſſe not to include | ſuch alts as. 
ſuch”) 4 ' lame ' and partiall ,' aud. to 
much a friend to Schiſme',” even when 
you declaime -againſt"'it ;\ and oars.,” fo 
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much as" it condemnes them, fo : much 


the perfefier : In which we rightly judged 
it needleſs, to: name. an' hundred other 
aits, if reduced to this thruſting, or for- 
cing., what in us. hes”, ethers: from any 
PW hranden, due part of Ecclefiaſticall ex- + 
teruall Communion , becauſe. comprehend- 
Ned in what we have ſaid.in it ſuffici- - 
Yertht-- bone is why Sage prick 2 1 
| Your Reply to our Anſwer, to the 
| caſting out of the Brethren for keepin 
due: Catholique communion, is grounde' 
in a mifconceiving our; words and:means 
ing ; when weaffirmed, That ſuch an-att 
us that, which you there propuunded in proof 
of your Aſſertion , was deſtruttive of '1t 
ſelf. For you, in your laſt Reply, take 
ſuch an-a& abſolutely in.it ſelf,and with- 
out any. reference to your Aflertion, in 
proof whereof you brought it, viz. That 
there 1s ſome Atlive ſeparation fram the 
Church, beſide that of ones ſelf, which 1s 


| pro- 


S wv" > —_—_— S 
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properly Schiſme.: And you abſtra@ the 
il | at from beings proof: brought by 
youof the laid. Aﬀſertion ;.and proceed No, 
1n your Reply. upon. this miſconceipt. N,... 
Now we, __ anſwer your reaſon, I;,.. 
 andſo to: take this a& as you takeitin IN ;4þ 
yous Objection, thatis; inreference one. lc, 
y tothe proof of your fore-named_ Af. Nt. / 
ſertion , take it not abſolutely as.it. is or Þ,,;;, 
may be conſidered init ſelf, but onelyin 
the ſaid relation to the proof of. this, 
That there ts ſome Attive ſeparation from; 
the Church, beſide that of ones ſelf , which 
z properly Scbiſme. Now in this rela 
tive acception , this at of Diorrepue: iCgy 
caſting othersout of the Church for thi yg, 
ſole reaſon, : of -- keeping: due Catholique Hr. 
Communion, rmauſt be ſuppoſed (to proveſay a, 
your intent) to be:an aftive ſeparationſſ@n « 
from. the Church, beſide that of ones ſelfyill | 
That therefore: which we: ſay is, thatifÞs, j;, 
this act be (as it muſt be, to ſerve your, ©, 
Purpoſe) ſuppoſed 'to be an active /epuyn,. 
ration from the Church, and not of ones [elf fgqpre 
it is an ac deftrutive of it ſelf : aniÞ;4tes, 
therefore we ſay, that it is impoſſible, thier, 
any one ſhould become a formall Schiſmi, . aft 
tique by ſuch an aft , as that pretended Ng ;o 
| you 


{On 


fey world be, Now the ac pretended by 
| you muft beanaRtive ſeparation from the 
Church, which #'mt an afive ſeparationrof - 
Yones ſelf. And our reafonis,, becauſe be. 
Fore there be any aRtive. ſeparation" of 
others, ſolely for keeping Catholique © 
Communion, the unjuſt? feparatour muſt - 

' be fuppoſed ro _be a'Sthiſmatique , | either 
E410, in willand affeftion ,; or exercitio, 
'Bby fome: other” externall ' precedent a, - 
(which eſſentially is, or includes a ſepara-. 
Mition of himſelf from the viſible Church. 
VIAad ſo thar aR'of furk an unjuſt ſepara- 
"tion, meerly for” keeping Catholique 
Communion, will be , if your affirmation 
Mfabſift, an ative ſeparation;and xot of over 
1/777"; and yer wilt cither be, or prefuppoſe 
an activeſeparation of anss:/elf, by rea- 
oon of which contradictory predicates, it 
/Iwill plainty defiroy it ſetf, For welay, 
So loyg as thu Caſter out is ſnppoſeal to b 

in Catholique Communion himſelf , and a 
WElver and maintaimer of it , (as: you muſt 
/fppoſe bim to be; 16 long as:he ſepa- 
Viiates not himſelf, neither interns nor ex- 
Ser»: from the laid Communion) how car 
Ye caſt out another ſolely for maintaining 
Nord continuing that Communion, &ec, This 


at 
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' of rhe Church, meetly.for keeping due 


a& therefore” muſt either be no proof at 
all ofyouraſſertion, (which-were wholl 
to evacuate your Argument) or 1t. muſt} yo 
be deſtructive of it ſelf; which is our Ar- {| the 
ument againſt it. The force whereof is || to. 
his, that ſeeing he,who caſts another out gl 


Catholique Communion, is made a for-ff pro 
mall Schiſmatique , either internally , by we! 
the internal}, or externally, by the exter. | and 
nall reje&tion of Catholique Communi-ſ of 7 
. on , and ſeparation of himſelf from the wha 
- Church; which is the predicate of our deti-f| ours 
nition; and conſequently his feparationſthe ; 
of another for that ſole reaſon, did notÞſelve 
that: reaſon include. (as you: ſuppoſe it 
does not )- effentially a Separation 0 
himſelf , would never make him a Schil- 
matique.. x for to 

This a&t therefore of ſeparating other 
for keeping due Catholique Communion 
. putby you to be Schiſme, asit is nots} 
oxes ſelf, but of others, is plainly deſtru 
Ctive of it ſelf , ſeeing'it becomes Schiſme 
preciſely , asitisan active ſeparation 0 
ones ſelf, before it be conſidered as a ſepaFſthat fi 
ration of others. - And hence appears hFSchiſn 
Non-conſequence of what you ſay of 7 Mtive 
ceden 


an Pr 
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{| cedent and conſequent aRts of Hereſie, Se- 
dition, Ebriety,:Schiſme, - &c. For: here 
you conſider theaQts of Schiſme , and of 
the reſt abſolutely ,- and without relation 
to prove any aſſertion,- which may intan- 

le them in 'the like contradictions, as 
ere your a& is intangled; by being a 

|| proof of yours. Andfor rhe acts of ſchiſm 

{| we have already aſſerted ſuch precedent 
JF and conſequent: acts in the very inſtance + 
| of Dzorrephes. Andas little conſequent is 
| what you fay of the fame Argument with 
.| ours againſt you, to have force againſt 
the internall a&t. of. ſeparation. of our 
{ſelves : for we put our definitions; and the 
acts both internal and external belonging 
to it, independently and abſolutely ,with- 
out any proof of other | propoſitions, 
which may produce any jarring in them. 
| Your proving, that a proud and unchrifti- 
1JanPrelate may become a Schiſmatique by 
flexcommunicating . another ſolely - for 
Fkeeping due Catholique Communion, 
hurts us not ; for you ſhould have proved 
(in correſpondence to your Argument) 
that ſuch an-unjuſt Prelate may become a 

e 
n 


Schiſmatique by ſuch ana , as 77 5s ar: 
ative ſeparation of another, and not of: him- 


ſelf, 


elf, which you have not done. - || th 
"Your comprehending unjuſt ſuſpenſi- | fo! 
ons and interdics, (and rhe likeis, of un. | ha 
Juſt penances, corporall' puniſhments, || tio 
and an hundred other unjuſt a&s, which] « 
may be exerciſed upon inferiour Chriiti. teri 
ans, for keeping due Catholique Commu: wit 
nion)-within your definition , ſeems firi.no 
to make your definition of a monſtrous} ſely 
extent. For whatſoever may be ſaid off the! 
ſuſpenſions and interdidts (which we will ow: 
preſently treat) yet certainly penances,ſſthe1 
as faſtings , watchings, prayings, almsſ| hen 
deeds, ' &c. unjuſtly inflited for keepingſSchi 
due Catholique Communion , cannot benior 
contained under any part of your detiniti.to 0 
on: ſeeing they contain no violation 0 
Catholique Communion , or the benetit} T 
of it : And the ike is of corporall puniſh-ſſ vor 
ments unjuſtly inflicted, for keeping ducſſ we: | 
Catholique Communion. Theſe there weas 
fore,feeins they would in this caſe be ad] the c 
as traly Schiſmaticall , as yours of unjufting d 
ſeparation'of others is, expreſſed in your] matic 
definition, were to have been expreſſed inf 1% m 
it; andthefike is of an hundred other likeſſ that ; 
aQts, which'tn themſelves alone have noſſferen, 
violation of Church.Communion : " ſmer, 
hi 


ther therefore your definitionisimperfet 
| for want' of them, or not perfected for 
. | having the} other of unjuſt 'Separa- 
Dom niond; anc aioifc hr ad 15 Todos 

| Concerning unjuſt ſuſpenſions and in- 
| terdics, Gough. chey come not directly 


. within your| definition ; ſeeing: they are 

{no voluntary ſeparations, richer of our. 
| ſelves or others from the Church , and 
{jj therefore your definitionis lame (by your 
| _ objection againſt ours) for want of 
| them ; yet becauſe they may be compre- 
| hended ws the formall reaſon of 


oF Schiſme, as benefits of externall Commu- 
eInion, we will deferre the treating of them 
to our anſwer to that formality. 

) | re GL i £: 

T he next part of your Replygss an endea- 
vour to rellifie om conceptions, pretending 
we. have miſconceived your words and 
| weaning ; when you ſaid , That to make 
the caſting out of the Brethren, for keep- 
ing due Catholique Communion a Schiſ- 

maticall Act, is deftructive of it ſelf. And 
nfl 0% 175Fake you ſay-was the, that we took 
off that act abſolutely n it ſelf,and not in re- 
off ference to our affertion : 7o which we an- 
i wer, that ony Conceptions needed no _ 
relis- 
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 refiification.:: For we have proved fuch auſſ 
at not to be deſtruitsve of itſelf, whether | 
5t be conſidered abſolutely in it” ſelf , or 
whether it be conſidered in reference to onr 
afiniiess nn Hare ace "1 


q 
J 
z 
OY 5 
Go-: 205: - $2 2 p83 bY 
To what purpoſe took you the pains toſh 2/ 
proveit_not to be deftrudtive'of it ſelf | /2 
| beingconſideredabſolutelyinitſe/f, when $; 
your Reſpondents never ſaidit was 10? b; 
Is not this called /aboxr in vain? And by ox; 
this do. you not acknowledge thereby} he, 
your miſconceiving the ſenſe, wherein we] az 
ſpake?  Whileft you confeſſe , that youj zoy 
- proceeded in a conſideration of that al #6 0, 
abſolutely, which neither: you nor we be 
fore had treated , but onely as related tc 
the proof of your aſſertion : how the: 
can you with truth ſay here, -that you: - 
conceptions need no ſuch reCtificationy --+B 
when you your ſelves acknowledge her #97 z 
they were amiſſe? refer, 
MI or 1 P. 29. | when 
For that very «Argument , which juſplace, 
raiſed from the reference of our aſſert ng 1 
webave already anſwered; which we coulfj9d in 
not have done, except we had confideref} we: 
that aft together with that reference, Fiſpitrao 
| 


Thennallity of the firſt Argumen, 123 
the whole force of yourargument is this;that 
the caſting of the' Brethren out of the;Chareh 
far keeping due Catholique:communion;can= 
not make amana $chiſmatique, as ſchiſme 
i5 taken for the ſeparation of another, and 
2: of himſelf ; becauſe: whoſoever caſts out 
the B rethren-fc or that cauſe. ; \nmufſt-be \[uppc= 
 ſedti: ſeparate himſelf; and. ſo. becomes \a 
Schiſmatique' by yorr definition. - But we 
have already fbewed:,-that a man may.caſt 
ot another out of the Charch , from which 
he doth not -achiuiely and voluntarily. ſepas 
| rate hinſelf.-:Therefore:we gave an anſwer 
iſ 22 your de[comrſe, taking the all tn reference 
i 20.07 aſſertion. Neither 15 there any thin 
in all this long obſervation of yours , which 
hath not recerved ane confideration and ſa> 
tisfattion.,. 1710 £14 SGT] * fatty | 
1 Pglientsn (Go300 v1 | 
-\But;withall you fay, that yo proved ie 
© 0t:t0: be deſtratiive of it [elf,,confidered in 
reference to your aſſertion. Where, or 
when proved you that > If in ſome other 
place, how.can that excuſe you from ta- 
"ding it without. that reference abſolutely 
ml fl independently here, with which one- 
reſi} we charged you in this paſſage. It were 
FoÞþ ftrange kind ofanfwering, that whenan 


Op- 


s 
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Opponent had proved that 4r:/totle takes 
quantity abſolutely, without any: refe- 
rence toa naturall body, iz his Categories, 
the Reſpondent: ſhould anſwer, that he 
takes it with reference to a _naturall 'body 
ia-his. Phyſicks. The prefent queſtion 
therefore1s this , whether you took* not 
thatact abſolutely init ſelf , and:without 
the reference of proving your;affertion, 
in that place, wherein'we charge you to 
havedone ſo.:'and it is moſt evident that 
you did ſo: - For the inſtances that' you 
broughtof an Hererique;'aſeditious 'Per- 
fon, a proud -Prelate;'a .Drunkard; 8c. 
who after they are become guilty of thofe 
crimes, may perform a&s formally parti. 
cipating of the faid vices. And'the ſame 
is, when you inſtance in our definition, 
that one may elicitean internall a& of 
ſeparatitig fromthe Church, before he ſe- 
parates externally) are manifeſtly-raken 
by you in an abſolate ſenſe, without a re- 
lation toithe-proof of ariy aſſertion; and 
cherefore you malt either have taken this 
a&t-abſolurdy ; without all reftternce to 
the proving! yotir affertiotrher;-or you 
muſt have brought theſe” examples to 
no purpoſe, nay , quite from your por- 
poke, 
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ole, Þ tory = Ky not in the leaſt ſif- 
ect. 0 your et. here we carinot let flip 
a. miſat pplii carion of your anf\ver to, our 
Hdjectioh 1, ,For all thoſe youl inſtances 
tend 't to ptove., either that'ohe ay com- 
mit a formatt at of a vice, after heis fallen 
into it by precedent as; or that he may 
pol nad PAY ,of ſome vice , before 
ernal. or- '*thar he may 

het ary X internatl” anda an exter- 

nalla& 6 iether, without haying before 
produced any formall, internal, or exter- 
naſl a& of that vice, though he had ſome 
intern: al < i{þolitians' to it before, as you 
fay it oo  Nappen in the Prelate by you 
ſpecified. Now all cheſe examples ſuppoſe 


Aa diverſity 'of precedent | or ſubſequent 


acts, when weIpeak of one and the ſame 
formalla& ; affirming that this very a&t 
of E xeommunicati any one for this ſole 
reaſon , becauſe rs fi due. Catholique 
Communion, ſuppoles him to be coniſtitu- 
ted a formall Schiſmartique by a feparati- 
on of himſelf from the Church , before he 
be ſuppoſed to ſeparate others from the 
Church':. not that he's thus ſuppoſed. to 
ſeparate by any precedentact of hatred, 
contempt, 8c. of due Catholique Com- 

G2 munt- 
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- munion,, but that this: very act-.contains 
- within ir ſelf that contempt, ns Fa 
the different formalities, ph hich, are 
So that chough.; 
firſt Schiſmaticajl act. 'of that . ns 
ſhould be the cafting out of his Prechong, 
for this ſole reaſon, of keepin duc Catho- 
lique -Communion , he would. become. A 
formall Schilmatique by Me: mY. in 
ſo much asit Corals. a Ms the. 


&+ © 2 


Pls 's neither of time, nor os nature proce 
it 1s prioritas rations, as it is terined it 10. i the 
Schools: Andhencei is bork: your miſcon- 
ceipt diſcovered, and your Atgomene' 

ved. For ſeeing the keeping due Catho- 
lique Communion is the ſole and totall 
formall motive contained in. this a, 
which induces ,him to; ſeparate others 
from the Church, he.mult neceſſarily in 
this very at rejelt and renounce due Ca- 
tholique Communion ; and ſo if this mo. 
tive of the ſaid ſeparation of others be 
not ſufficiently expreſſed by ſome exter- 
nall.a& , he becomes ſeparated from the 


Church,4zimo, iti will and affection, which 
may 


as.you here ſup poleghy 


DH 
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may happen : and'if expreſſed, becomes 
RE, "8% ani} arg ena ; 
1appened inthatcaſting out of He Bre-" 
threnby Diorrephes. And hence is clearly 
ſolyed what you fay nextiin your former 
Reply, That he who feparates antther for 
that onely unjuſt caufe'of keepino due Cas 
tholique Communidn may yet deſire to keep 
Cinknunitn” Tith the" Church "himſelf, 
though he*emoy it to anther , &c. "Becauſe 
this fentence quite deſtroyes its own -ſup-- 
poſition. ' Forif he tove Catholique com-- 
union inhimſelfantenvyitinanother,” 
 Keeatinvt caftfanother out of che Church- 
for thrs [ole reafon'7,  Vecatife He keeps Ca-! 
tholiqueCommunion;; "but hemulthave- 
this'other- motive-; becauſe Catholique: 
Communion brihgs:ſo-much-fpiricuall: 
(and'it may- be) remporalt good'to:that 
| PENOEES \envies; or-is ſome:obs" 
caring or detrimentto him, 8c. which: 
aze' quite other motives. - By this it'ap-- . 
pears, "that that ' very:a& of ſeparating: 
others from the Church. for this fole rea- 
ſon of keeping duECatholique Commus-: 
nion', 'which you alledge toibe an ative: 
ſeparation , beſide. that of ones ſelf., :is 
(according to its formall motive; where-' 
| G 3 by 


ery by farmall { aration. 
oh oneslelf: and oi it, HRONee CHELLLS: 
ally your Theſis. it.mult be, fuppoled.. Ys 
be.no /ipangnon es fol” 2nd thereby, 
becomes deſtructive of it ſeit: which is the 
contradiQion , which we contend you1n- 
curre by. the porno off "0 go; INT 
-P. =o {PIN 
T hzs may be further poet ain, by: ogy, 


inſtance of the proud Prelate ,. as you call, 


him, which we proved vi ight becoms 4h 
nts by excommunicating another, « ſales. 
Ly far. Reephng 
and you deny,not but meiproved it 1, but Ju, 
ſay , That husts you 998, becauſe WE. 

have pro became a:Shiſmatiqueby 
fuch an aR, a it ivah ave ſeparatian.of, 
another, and not of himſelf. 4nd we af- 
firm we proved it fo:; ner did; we. go about 
ro prove any other way 5" thendby fmeh an att 
as it 15 ay ative ſeparation of: awother-, and. 
29t of himſelf. For we told jou expreſly, 
that we ſuppoſed hinr tw; the mhole to bave 
never elicited, or done any ah internall or 
externall , of formell Schiſme befare-this 
attive ejeftion of another : and therefore he” 
had not ſeparated himſelf; whith us an att of 
formall Schiſme, If therefore we proved 


an) 


ligne Communion. s. 
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any. thing, which, you deny not , we proved 
that Prelate guilty of Schiſm: ne afting 
fopandiuun, 0 "apother ,. and; u08 of hin{elf. 2 
and this Mee did 3, ApaJes.. confraering the 
Schifmaticall at  broaght, for the proof” of 
or Afertion., with reference to the ſame 
Affertion;- i) 1g on and fg 
; \L IIVA IN SID ME Ch: 23 F 67: © | js | 
..Here you fall upon your former. falls- 
ought to have proved , andſignified alla 
you, wauld prove, £vinces no more, then. 
that ſuch a.proof was to he exaRed from 
you ;; which 1s.nat; the queſtion. .S9,that 
ta ſhewipg or this, —_ nee pre 
tiste our. anſwer; But if-you,. el 
ſatsfaction , you! ifhouid: have Pk 
that the) Arguments, ich yonabed: in 
that your Reply, ſuppoſed-thaz.aftto be . 
and that they;proceed mat; asnpooran ab: 
folute a& ; independent of any: proof .at 
alt; which they do, as we have already 
proved. Now to fay, that Diotrephes was 
nat ſuppoſed: by you tobe a:Schiſmatique 
by any. former a&t,, precedent to: that! of 
caſting' out the Brethren ; for keeping arc 
Catholique Communion. is nothing: at. all 

wt G 4 againſt 
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128 The nullity of the firſt Argument: 
apainſt us, or ſatisfactory 'to'our reaſons. 
For we fay:,' that he 'becamea” Schiſma- 
tique by thats very actir' ſelf j* confidered 
in priovitate rations, as a ſeparation of him- 
ſelf, by # formall 'contempr-of *Catho- 
lique Communion , exerciſed in caſting 
out the Brethren for that ſole reaſon, be- 
fore it be conſidered-us formally an unjuſt 
ſeparativi of othert./ For ſeeing the*con- 
tempt; or hate'6f 'Carholique'Cotnmunia 


on'moved2hii' to- that" unjuſt ſeparation 
of others," it'is the firft formality whit is . 
ro be conlideredin that a, 2» prioritate 


Yaoi; and ſo he being made by thata 


formiall:Schifmatique , "it can'/'never- he 


evinced;that he becomes a Schiſttiatick by 


that a, as it is formally aſole unjuſt ſez. 
paration of others,or under the formality 


of an unjuſt ſeparation, qua talzs, as ſuch! 
By ſaying therefore, asyouoftenſay,that 
to. excommunicate another” for thzs ſole 


reaſon, is to exconmunicate'unjtifty;, and 


ſo'is an unjuſt excommunication ; you 
prove nothing:, unleſſe you added 'and 
proved, that ſuch 'excommunication -is 
Schiſme ;” as itis formally »njuft , which 
you can never prove; -unleſſe you make it 


Hirſt appear”, that.every wnjuſt 'excommu- 


nica- 


mia þ TER Bens 125 
niclezoris"'ScHifl itſe © which you have nof 
done in! this"! Necks Argument: 'Fof 
whatſoever'is ſacka thing] q»a ralzs, for” 
nally: Ts anti anays beluch; wheh- 
thar formality, de norionis found 

way 4s emo. oh ad Metaphy= 
9; —_ when-youiſiy Gi®f6rmer Reply, 
towhichyou relate here)thatyon proved 
ſnck 9Pretate-'r>'be -Sehiſmaticatl by the 
cohtempti:of 'Catholi ue" Coimunion, 
whichisforinally exerciſed" inthe fepara- | 
tionobothers; for this'fote reaſon,becanſe 
they keep dut Catholique-Communion; for 
ſuch a ſeparation i is a:-formal contempt of 
Cathbolique, Communion; weanfiver,that. 
all this is true ,*butzſay;; that tioman can- 
thus contemn- Catholique' Communion, . 
ſo'long as he adheres to it himſelf ; bur - 
muſt i» prioritate rations, at leaſt, be ſop- 
paſed to contemn, reje&, and relinquiſh. : 
(which words we uſed in our former an- 
ſwer) -Catholique Communion , by a ſe- 
parationeof:himſelf from rhe Church, be- 
fore he -can* be_ ſuppoſed to exerciſe this-- 
contempt of it, by perſecuting others by 
unjuft- -excommunication ſolely, becauſe 
they- keep due. Catholique Communton.. - 
G5; For. 
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For as none, -but-fych AFAre wage 
be rebellious and ſeditious wars - Homes 
ally dividedfrom a C a 


baniſh others fo ci pen =—_ 


ani jr heat 
ſuchasare- og ello 
and ſcditious perſons, aQtually divided 
from the Church , can-excommunicate 
others far ;this ſole reaſon, beeaiſe' they 
adhere 29:thie Chersh, that: is,decanſe they 
keep due;Cayhglique Comtmunian.-" By 
what therefoxe; is;[3id;in #his-ſeftion; ui 
deniably appears,that inſtead ofa 
an a to prove your Thefs , which: is: an 
active ſeparation , beſide: thatof o ones. ſelf, 
| you: have inſtancedin,ana@;, 'which'is a 
moſt. formal TAR Ones ec fe. 


Ti 


"CM AD). 


ener ; hes by 


4 By V1 a 4 
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2 # WW 
* ” 
> 


Ther Prepef tion of X's firſt Auer and. 
Bette of. ons Fr Wt: 

| NF IM, A g INE 

'C. 123, ; IR TW 


Fr done, we give the. greu 60k, © 
our definition 9 Ch, Js © 

Schifme is: A abt eparation, of. 
one. part” from the. Wat true vi ble; 
Church of Chriſt. 

This Definition is conſonant. te the ho- 
ly Farhers. St. Eyprign Epiſt: 40. Pans. 
quas meruerunt, perpenderunt , "ut a vobis: 
nou cjefts mirrd ſe ejicerent, de eccleſf A ſpon 
re 


; _ 


332 T he Anthorities cited 


tt ſe pellerent, h ER 
St. Hierome, cited by Dr. Hammond in 


his Book of Schiſme. arg. 14. Proprie 
cite cher of denatin,com qui 


LOS 


Prem ſus arbitrio ab eccleſia receſſerjr. 
« KH , 1 tt a CIS?  followed'hy Dr. 
Hauted in his Book of Schiſme. Cap. 2. 


Abtirii#2$. where be defines Schiſm thus. 
-Schifme is 4 voluntary dividing, (or in the 
nentrill-ewpreſſion', which the Fathers fa- 
milianly uſe ) a ſeparating. or Pap of any 
member from the unity of the oay,, 1d eft, 
the Charch of Chriſt; and ſo, that the 
Schiſmatique-is he that divides himſelf 
from the Church of God, not that 55 cat off , 
on-ſeparated::..He that goes out," or with- 
draws, br recedes of his own actord'; not> he 
that us caſt out by the Governoars-of the 
Charch. | | 
Thus Dr. Hammond. And how. far 
theſeauthoricies of the Fathers, and Dr. 
Hamin#d: definition, are coincident with 
- ours, and'contratifQory to yours, we leave 
. ito the Judgentent” of * the , Auditours.. 
OO. | 
'That Paragraph” dine ,"'you ſay, you will 
' give "the grounds. of your definition of 
- Sehi/me > winch: 8r0unds there laid .down, 
-Are 


o., by. Dr. 
{me -cAp-2» 
pag 13... , naſe I 


_ Theſe being your. grounds ; wo nem:come. 
to examing.thens., | bow truly. they are auy 
grounds at all for i..to build; upon y;and 
with what rig ht from their words, or other - 
wiſe, you call. them definitions ,. and then we. 
will to your grounds of your definition oppoſe 
our \ furtber. grounds of . our. Definition, 
wherein that 5 oppoſite to Jours., -as by you 
eee eons Po ng 

Tour fir ft, ground is this ſaying of $t, Ci-. 
puniſhmenrs which, they | had deſeryed,. 
they haye. paid., that. being-nat.by you. 
caſt out,they of their own? accord caſt out: - 
themſelves, thruſt . themſelves of their. - 
own accord from'the Church. -...Ca/ «you. 
this a definition of Sehifſme ?. (and alſo. a: 
ground of yours tobe a defivation3) of. a ttate: - 
ajing of $.Cyprians,( as we at firſt grant- - 
ea yarir's alſo to be true as a propoſotivs ).you. 
have made .an untruedefinition.(which'St. 
yprian made.it not,nor pretended it to be.) 
Far copſeder-we , The puniſhments _— 
| INE. 


134 Ve \Aduthoritzes cned* 
haddeferved , - they have paid;"&c. 
—— thefe they ? that fo ny” ? 
an entire propoſition at leaſt, viz. Certain 
perfiditues” Peerbyters©( mentioned a birtle 
before) whom afterwards he calls five Preſs 
byrers, Hun. 3. (ty name Privatus, Felix, 
Jovinns; Maximvs; 4:4 Repoſtus : Arit u 
Epiſt. r5. Fhefe are the ſubjeft of this f pro- 
poſetion of Sr. Cypriatis cired by you + and 
how ear this then be 'n definition of Frbs we, 
or of | Schiforetvqu wes in rene all?" Al 
itios ts alwayer of t ſpecies, 7he e whe 
fprcificalt natare\ whether Phy ical by Þho- 


rall , never of certain Indevidgals onely, 


as Ariftotle aud rofl ty Reaſon. hath ivr, ot 


Jew and 16: dex” Thr! Tv 1 
yrs; adv oy Par, rt $79 at..c. Na 
Xb57 (ev Beate. - ceroids ON 3h Hal, v6 
73 mn "un tivas,. Metaphyſ, lib; 7, cap '4. 
Secondly', the ſame Philoſoyher , and the 
ſame common Reaſon ; rells ur, that” tow 
can be arrue definition; thatis 08 conrvere 
nble with the thing defined. - | 

- Now iwthis true ſaying of $:. Cyprian 
( mitraby [aidby you to be a definition , 1), 
not brought 4s a proper deſcription of Schif 
matiques m general , and ſo nothing to car 
debate ) there are five Individnals " 


ft ing ty 

[Fresbyteri., maligni. & | 
_— think are hive Ffacd 
What if thoſe certain, Prerhyzers were [chife 
MALIGHES, 1 Fafheng;- themſelves of their-- 
own accord” out of the Church\,\wath-j. 
thenge. follow, ox datla be Pretend therein to 
ſay,:0% any-may-;toiwply tacitely-;' that »0 
Fed 6 Cn mm 96” but faeh /who-of 
Er i ut rg er 

WP 

yours to be a fanbigre about-which 
onely, your knees > our: he Controver fir” as 
yet is... Hos ſaying ; ; thengh hue of Certain 
Presbyters Jer ws ackwwledge it- doth io 
ply, that. all others who av fo, are: Schifa». 
Hue, ( which we: affrme: ne Jefſe in-ant. 
arfs 7 - but ; wma then they 


tems, { mich 

_—_ F! If fr dan five Prod, and we bg 
ly giwe you (a paritate rationis) all others 
alſo that ave bokg them , axe; revinced- tobe 
Sthiſmatiques, fer caſting: tut themſelves; 

are-xok. (we Fo ow). theſe and all ſuch 
coxcluded to be Sehifmatiques, and:that. for 
ſodeing, for caſting on aswell 
in our definition as ior. yours ,. and as plains 
ly, and ar nniverſally * wins then maker 
this £0006 of yorens (antiieh Hinnvenſſary; 


ground 
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grill of ont) are” * for yo Phan fur tus * 
anteſſe bhehad*ſuid;” or intiuate; * that "110! 
port were \ Sobiſmabiquer" then'* FTY of 
which he ſayes nat there, mruny white elſe, | 
ne? BY IS vhs 431+ URI. 09I% HA 
Foun ferond.” > he \Tovr of there 
Sainn \Hieromes; 'Proptiz-confcieatie,\ 
&ci'\ When any one;Ueparts' from 'che 
Church -of his owne arbitrament }* it: #/#0/% 
ſeemsroberheconfemnation'f, ths own ow? 
conſcience.” N *, VRIVIN F Fi A 5YJ v4 EIN) ; 0eVe 
27 make tha fob "Joub"as "WHOETFall "a and 
Jt can poſſibly be -interpreted-, at moſt ir Be 7 
' ſpraks thus much.” Whoſorver \at any time Peta 
departs from the Church of his own accord, f'*' 
ſeem#20 have vecetved: th& ſentence of cons' 
denmnation (adade if you pleafe, the condem- 
nation of Schiſme:;- which: yer 6 not: ſaid | 
nor named.) But where-dith he ſay,or give 
you to ſuſpet,tharnovther ateſchiſmaticks,-$' 
bat {ach as:depart of thei awn aceord;\and-$") 
ſuch” a are\condemyed bytheir own "eanſct-- 
ence'? "That ently which' St. Hierome avth: 
fay there'yxor any-where elſe>,\That-oxely* 
—_— by his. authority be alledged by you, 
70 -T15prove Jour oſayingcto hea rrue defini- 
Tio... :Bukthas which St; Hievome faycs, 
Jreaks in vaitbas wall unleſs p5i- 
werſall 


"ak the Fathers FEW 1 Y 
ver/all- fſrmarives were 8 
piers, por ria yer ben 
nating; Ne 'hoc et) phate ſpraking, 
ir felltwed', that” bevanje' "twery 
xe! wht Chmrch:is.'a Compairy of men, 
havior every; company of mew'ss a'par-. 
ticular Church : cor” becauſe all > 
iques are men: therefore all mew afe' {ab 
tholiqurt. " Then 'indeed it might-alfo "foe 
ow, thur as every definition'is'a prope} 5ow, 
every propoſition monldrbe a 1.9 
and then yours "wen}d be' one toa ) "which. 
Fe "Philoſopher ſayee. world be ſtrange, 
Metaphyſic. lib>7. cap. 4.' Tas gap:dy 
izy 01x60: Ipot-" 'FhatiSr; Cyprian: and - 
Fe. Hierotne ſajes, you knowpand any man. 
ow that our defoniticn er firſt part - 
as expreſly and aniver[ally:ſayes'-#8. 
denroars > 4 grounds: m4 Farmy | 
greberraly yur ras; ſolidly bebrought by u6-at 
$1 time ( but notadatu#t you; for there # 
voody or by you againſt 16 ;for *tireom- 
tow both) taconfirm the firſt part of 
Bur definition. But yen, who place. the 
hole definition of: Schiſme 11.thet,ſhunld © 
g. ſome authoursehat (ays.Not that all 
"0 Salad ſeparates themſelves from . 
e Church: are Sobi{watiques' but: _ 
all. 
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pm AA Mm Pres Dr. the 4 
Hagoads _—_—_— {elk .ſeon difcers je 
a 8 rot hing for yaw? Fg 
for- Ong abnn:;: :thatwolronary als CyP! 
thruſting Cds out nnjuftly : from th {ark 
Chureh, for-their hwing due —_ Cath fand 
ne Commnnion is. Scbs'mes Fer | hy 
hin in thas very- Back ,- cap. 9. Pag- 160 
&® Theonely binderaveas that interpoſe that 
$f chſien3 the defied freaedunn of axter 14 bo 
{** Communion, ara wholly inpretable fot 
© Romaniſts, (and how power be thu ! TY 
*. Perf, faith, he ,. thrir:ex communicating} dam 
« ant ſeparating. from. their ef(ſembliaſy poli 
&« all that; nwvint ac (Famm nnion- with th nar 
"5 burch of England ; which 'we kn is th 
< was done by Bull from the * : ope abont thi bland 
* tenth year of Dncen Elizaberb'\Cbeforiff fare 
* which time, choſe Engliſh which had "pe Dh 
*< joyned iu onr Rr formation, might aikey ex 
ka *© dich come'to-Owr Aſſemblies and were v*Wven 2 
* wer after rejefied by ts , bet apon thiſÞ{para 


AV 


| Ph ,eanfe boys Schi 
ford e diligently Ls ping Ha 


the \then11 


gel Xn ok 


tie wi evod Hani "Sch, 


i, 44mper y Neminem 
| Fs ob — 
fl coftrd- axcantes. Never condems, ant 
nar forbid them ans; om mnton 4. ths 
is the Scbi/me: (becauſe the uycharita- 
ll bane (ſe) on: their parts, x08 00878. 7 kms 
if farre bee. And in the vary place. ont. of 
ſhe Dotanx, 2006, Lt #S=; 06 
oy eaſily difaernc That Dro Hammond, 
oe there det b-n0h eppeſe. the: veluntary 
par ating. ones ſelf, to the voluntary. —_ 
y epa- 


TW 7 ans aa” 


Dna rh 

Fs ſoot. 2 Jy. FR: $ 
5% | aerberh 

ain & Iherome noir ow By 

our Detuiitzoh';* we now*go"to ſhew; "Feb 

ſrhatyouanfwer,, that they: cob 

| not- preciſely logicall ar 

Irare not, as' "Pooy kriow, t 

"the Bs nic) cher 


ters” IF Philo y 
aff'Defititions ; thats "EourAing 6 
ddfieitive Attributes or'Predicates , thy 


the Proper and eſſentialt notion" | > oh 
eUVE 


Schifins! ''thon gh applied by” them 1 M 
particular perſons , as obearon: y=_> ly. Wc 
- and' not tothe » ie ſpecies; 

preſcribed by Ariſtotle, as6x. gr. If o ont 


ſhould- fay, 5 ' Petri eſt animal” rFationdll:::- 


Peter 15a rtaſonxablt *oreature'; -thoug 
this were nv formall. Hriftoreridall definigh;, 


tion becauſe the ſabjet of it is not th Mm 


whole) pecies 'of mankinde, but one ſing 
Individuum,” or perſon contained und 


if f 


rok wy" _ - 
al and verrualſde- 


Far' thee * Eiribas' cited by us out bf 
ofe 'ewo Fathers, areof woos 
a. PE TAY uh 


$ may 4a pear clearly ſome bing 

to be premiſed. ems ore firſt to 
noted, that according tothe dottrine 
Fche Orthodoxall, a tie Parbiets *'chs 
ne Church GE CArift carinot h&*Uivided 
ithin it ſelf, "by" that Ee her nr 
Fe now gee This s doQrine is exprefly 
alivered by ypri, play f 1144 ad 
Torhel, =: E ; ia Catholica Fo eſſe, 
& ſcinds, "ee Jes poſſe, rata” tff. 
be Church, fairh 'be, 7s. dermonſtra rea: ti 
i: one, 4nd either divided; or can be ds 
$i4cd. And Epiſt. 6. ad | Moagnmns:”. iForzss 
nim non eſſe Ecclefiam', mec ſcinds adver- 
um ſe aut dividi poſſe oc ed inſeparabit#, 
| Nut mndividue Po 070745 Unitateu Fenere: 


The Charch, ſaictihe,. "I's not Pony / mov 
x 2:10, fs "CAN 


7 tk _ cir a) 


- Secon ® 


only hee Are out of The Chirch, ah Back 


eleparate from it,” by Fl pots cut of # 
eparate from the þ As allo X 
undeubted and cor 7 do rine of 5! 
Cyprian, tib. 5. Epiſt.,6. 4dr mmagnum.s 
Sebiwattie, V. 8. Novatiannm in 75 
man elſe, wee 3. paſtorem. 
pale, #4 ne i" a Charch, 
S.N OVAtuan, 1 #0r Paſtour of the flock. « 
autem grex 1018 et; quomed gregs cc 
#1; 


TR Fathers bfended.. 443 
996 in numero gregre non 
Yor pen he, If thi flack br one; how 
bebe —_— to the prvy Fr "whois 
: | kntvpemaooriph kh. - Aut paſtor 
Y | gnonrodo — qui ne fit &* 
Y | pf: 'Or how can he- be efteemed « 
;  offonr, who is become an alien, anda pro- 
Rfane perſons” Non babitaiis in dome Dii, 
1d eſt, ecclefih\ Des.'© \ Not dwelling in the 
ove of G Ko that 3,in the Church sf God. 
indit is moſt evident, that St. Cypries 
$135 of this opinion ;' for it appears in'bis 
Forks: that he held the Rebaptization of 
Y hoſe* who: -were baptized by Schiſma. 
Fiques, as well as by Heretiques': becauſe | 
Fee eſteemed them both equally vut bf _ 
'Thurch,. St. Cyprian. kb. 2. Ep. 1. all 
\Septianum. & epiſt.'0, nd eundem.” And 
Lens Citragathaja Contiled Cartha- 
eſs ſub 'C Hand:  Ttems' Schiſinatices 
\condere ſapientia [pirit#il}', cnn 
F of ab eccleſih, gae una et, recedinilo 52> 
 Yatnats: contrarss fatts ſunt. Nether cas 
) pany ſeaſon with fpirituall wife 
; ſors, beranſt they bting corrupted by rece- 
o bit From the Chareh, Faehie-yrh trary or 
Bekorrfaries., Which words ddliver-moft 
early ourdefinition of Schiſme : _—_— 
eſſe 


leſſe all. Schiſ/matiques.;recede from. the 


Se II _——_—_— 


Church,this faying;will neither-haveforceſ] ' 1, 


nordenſtiniti, 0 hoe nin wh 
.- {This1s: allo taughr'moſt emphatically ;,,, 
by St. Auſtin. lib. Je anitat. Eecleſ.cap 4 3e 
Luicunque ctedant. quidem, quod Feſw rh 
Cbriſtus ita, nt dittum eſt;in carne venerit,h He 
&- in eadem. carne, in 51ug natug, & paſſu 
eft, reſurrexerit, &r-ipſe fit filins DesDew 
apnd' Deum, BC... Si.tamen ab ejus corpore, 
quod eft Eccleſia, ita diſſentiant, ut ;torun 
Communio nop fit Cum 1014 quacunque diff by | 
funds: nr, ſed in aliqua parte ſepgrata inve 
ratur, manifeſt eft-, cos non eſſesn Cul 
cholica Ecilefia., Whoſoever believes. that 
Zeſ Chriſt,'as 3s ſad, 1s.come in fleſh, an 
that he roſe again in the ſame fleſh, wherein 
he-was born and ſuffered, and that he #: th 


Son of God and God with Grd 8c, NotwithiN pers 


þ they, . diſſent. fo from, hs bodyEtga! 
which ts the. Church, that their. communiaga ft 
be nat ith the whole Church whereſoeverit Thy 
5 difjuſed:, but be found in ſome, ſepara ;,, 
part it #.manifeſt, that they are not int, 
Carholique Church. Which words canodtM,,,;; 
be..underſtood of. any but Schiſmatiqueſ,;q, 
Firmiſſime tene ,*-& uullatent's ——— mets 
Is {olall 


ſtanding 


+ 2 


from the Fathers defended. 145 
ſelumomnes. Paganos, ſed etiam onnes 7u- 
dzos, Hereticos, &- Schiſmaticos, qui ex- 
tra Ecclefiam Cathelicam, preſentem fini- 
unt vitam., in. 1gnem eternumtaros , EC. 
Believe muſt furmly.,\-aud doubt not at all, 
that net onely all Pagans, but alſo.all Fews, 

Heretiques and Schiſmatiques , which end 
their Irves ont of the; Catholique Church, 


7 


| 
Wl ball gointo cternall fire, 
) 


._ Thirdly, it.is to he noted, that the holy 


A C% 


Fathers mention onely two-wayes,where- 
by ſach as were once united to the true 
"Þ viſible Church ,. and till remain under 
4 the denomination of Chriſtians, ceaſe ta 
be parts of | the ſaid Church : the one by 
4 being caſt out of..it,by the cenſure gf Ex- 
communication, and the other by going 
out of their own-accord by diſobedience, 
pertinacy, diſſention, fa&ion, and ſpiri- 
tuall rebellion againſt their lawfull Eccles 
"Ffiafticall ſuperiours, or the whole Church. 
Thus St. Hierome, Comment. in Epiſt. ad 
Titum. cap. 3. cited by us. Propterea ve- 
r0 a ſemetspſo dicitnr eſſe damnatus ( He- 
reticus) quia Fornicator, Adalter, Homi- 
cida, & cetera vitia, per Sacerdotes de Ec- 
.Mcleſfa propelluntar ; Heretici antem 1n ſe- 
Bmetipſos ſententian dicunt [uo arbitrio ab 
FW 7 Eccle- 


i or 
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Eccleſia recedendo. . Therefore he (Vit: an 
Heretique) is ſaid tobe condemned of him- 
ſelf, beeanſe a Fornicatonr ; an Adnlterer, 
a Murtherer,; andthe veſÞ> of vices,” are ex- 
petled from the Chuych by the Prieſts; but 
Herettques pronounce 'a ſentence againſt 
themſelves , receding from the Church” of 
their own accord. St. Cyprian alſo , Epiſt. 
40. cited for our definition.” Peas. guas 
meraernnt perpenderant-> uf & u6bis * non 
ejett'rulrrs ſEchicerent, de 'ecclefi* (pont e [e 
pellertnt. They payed the puniſonyent which 
they deſerved, that not having been caſt ont 
by 1s, of their own accortfthey caſt var them 
ſelves they voluntarifyexpelted thingfelver 
from the Oharch. And: 116.1. pf 6 ad 
Mngnnm.- Hit enim quis veus ibi'er50/" mn 
ab epiſcopo ejefins , fed ſponte de eccleſin 
profaugrs, & haretica' preſumptione a feipſi 
damnatus, For this mans whi#s'gaitty, mt 
cift ont by the Biſhop 6ut6f his on accord 
a fugitive from the CherelW;-and-throug! 
hereticall preſumption” condemned of hiw 
ſelf. And St. Arſftin delivers that of e- 

communication , /b, 11, @weſtion, cal. 

3. ex Avguſtino, ſerms de werbrs Apoſtolt 

14. Ons Chriſtianus qui exconmonnict 

tar, Satane traditnr ; Qxomode 2" Scilict! 
FL 
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qnizextra Ecclefiam' oft Diabelm; ficnt in 
celefia Chriſtus + "Ac per hoc gaaſs Dia- 
bolo traditar', quilab'Etclefie communiane 
reniovetdr.'Unde illos,” ques Apoſtolns $3 
Fane traditos eſſe predicat;'tfſe extommiini- 
catos demonſtrat. © Every Chriſtian 'who is 
excommunicated, is delivered up to Sathan 
How that ? Towit, becauſe the Devill is 
without the Charch, as Chriſt tsin the 
Church, Ani by this he ts, as it were, de- 
livered to the Devill , whoſoever - 15 remo- 
ved from the Communion of the Church. 
Whence the Apoſtle demonſtrates thoſe 
to be excommunicated -, whom | he pro 
nomiices to be delivered to. Satan, And 
the other of ſeparating themſelves from 
the Church he'treats. Tom 9. de Symbolo 
lib, 2. cap. 5. Hereſes omnes de illa exi- 
erwunt (ſcilicet Eccleſia) tanquam Sare 
'l menta inutilia de wite preciſa , ipſa autem 
all manet in ſug radice; porte inferorum non 
"N vincent eam. All hereſfies have gone ont of 
ll her (that i the Church) as unprofitable 
branches cat off from the vine + but ſpe (the 
Charch) remains in her root , the gates of 
hell hall not overcome her. 
Fourthly, we note , that the Orthodox ' 
ancient Fathers, who remained in the uni- 
| | H 2 ty 
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ty of the Catholique. Churcl-(and- ſpeak 
not in wrath and anger ,. as Firmilian did 
againſt Srephen, whilelt he (Firmian) 

erſiſted in/his errour, andunder the cen- 

ure .of 'excommunication): never made 
the leaſt mention , that every voluntary 
thruſting, and ſeparating others , without 


ſufficient cauſe from the Communion of the 


one Body of Chriſt (as you expreſle your 
ſelves tn your definition) makes him who 
thus ſeparates others, ceaſe to be a part 
or member of the true viſible Church. 
But the ſaid ancient Fathers contented 
themſelves with the two foreſaid wayes 
of ceaſing to be members of the Church, 
and we deſire , that the places wherein 
they mention this third of yours, be par- 

ticularly cited. | 
We note fifthly , That all the ſaid Fa- 
thers agree, and you with them, that he, 
who is ſeparated from the Church by any 
excommunication whatſoever , becomes 
not by vertue of that ſole excommunica- 
tion, or ſeparation, a Schiſmatique ; and 
that conſequently formall Schiſme con- 
{ſiſts not in that , but they contrarily af- 
' firm, as you alſo: acknowledge, that who- 
ſoevcr ſeparates himſelf voluntarily m_ 
| w—_ the 
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the Church, is at leaſt a Schiſmarique: 1: / 

| Theſe Notandum?s ſuppaled'\,: weiinfer 
our intended conſequence, that whenſo- 
ever the Fathers ſay, that any one ſepa- 
rates himſelf voluntarily from the whole 
Church , they 'intend:to prove thereby, 
that he commits formall -Schiſme ; and 
that the true notion -of -Schiſme conſiſts 
inthis alone : For. if every Schiſmatique 
be out of the body of the Catholique 
Church, and ſeparate from it, as we pro- 
ved in our ſecond Ngzandum. and that 


"there is-no way to. be: ſeparated from the 


Church, but either by.Excommunication, 


_ or voluntary ſeparation of ones ſelf , as 


ve provediin our third Notandam, and 
that ſeparating made by Excommunica- 
tion is, not $chiſme ,-.as. 15 proved inthe 
fourth, Notandam;,;; it followes evidently, 
That Schiſme eſſentially mult be 4 volax- 
tary ſeparation of ones ſelf from the whole 
true vif6ble Church of Chriſt , which is 
our definition, and. conſequently that St, 
Cyprian and St. Hitrome'eitgd by us; ſay- 
ins, That Schiſmatiques ſeparate. them- 
ſelves from the Church , fponte; volunta- 
rily , delivered in thoſe words the proper 
notion , and definitive eſſentiall arrri- 
G 3 butes 
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butes-of Schiſme ;, and fo -gave'inthem 
a reall and virtualldefinition' of Schiſme, 
and notaſvle true propoſition related to 
it, as you pretend, which is all wein- 
tended: And by this, the whole ſubſtance 


of your Anſwer to thoſe two Authori- 


ties is enervated/'and made of noforce, 
which will never be of force againft our 
definition, till you have efficacioufly pro- 
ved, that your third way of ceaſing to be 
a member of the true Church, viz. By 
cauſeleſſe Excommunication of others , 18 
the conſtant DoErine of 'the 'Ancient 
Orchodox Fathers: which you' have-not 
yet done, nor (as we really conceive) will 
ever beable to do. | LEES 
Beſide theſe general and undeniable de- 
duCions, it is moſt manifeſt, that St. Hze- 
rome in the place cited by us, defines 
Schiſme. For he fayes thus; Cererum 
»ullum Schiſma non ſibs aliquam confingit 
hereſim, ut refte ab Eccleſia receſſiſſe vi- 
deatur. But every-Schiſme (to wit in the 
progreſle of it,:though not in the begin- 
ning, as he there affirms) feigns ſome He- 
reſfie, that it may ſeem to have juſtly re- 
ceded from the Church. Which ſaying ſup- 
poles evidently, that every Shine re 
ELLE cedes, 


x dividesit ſe ſe Moth e.Chu cch; 
oo ie gg or es 
chef ung.. Wwhct a: 
hg fa ro ” Eoer 


the Church , by framing of Hereſies , to 
mis, thoſe «7 Turk, np receſſion from 
E 


its). fs E. ba ayes ,. That. every. 
$ +/me i e Hereſi ie. for jult ifying 
that.ree nt = ore be (uppoſes, that 


every Schiſme recedes from the Church, 
and ſo. makes Schiſme convertible with 
that of receſſion. - .,.. 

. To. the-,word ; Cited % us ont Lip Dr. 
Hammond, yop deny not har it is deliver- 
edby him,as a proper definition of ſchiſm, 
neither, fab could Jo Un it: -/2irh any 

W,9 ability. for he ia 85;exprel - 
by Tr Bn ati ew 45s Pe. 
{47 i 1 ROE TY ing of "7 


men k raps the awity of the ky 
Church of. eo CN 7% iN 2 den 
4 0h is, firſt, t ihar he delivers 


a contrary doftrine Fx copſanant as you 
conceive 10 your definition, ; he diffonant 


to ours).in, offer, places.. Which ſeems rg 
us a; fhrapge. kinde-.of proof pr the 


Adverſaries of Dr. Hammond, as well as 
yours. For what.force will ic have againſt 
H 4 us, 


from mn ole-Zethere efended.. I I5 x bs 
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us, or our caufe; if Dr.\ Hammond in diffe- 
rent places of His Book” deliver 4differeht 


' 3 


and difſonant"do&rines, which” ſeeins 


onely to diſcredit him; and brings no 
great creait to you, or your patty ; either 
therefore you 'muſt pive ſome congruous 
ſenſe to the words cited by us, that: they 
may agree with the others cited by* you, 
which you have not done; orall youſay, 
will demonſtrate, that 'Dr. Hammond 
ſpeaks contrarieties ; which isnothing to 
our difficulty. Now if Dr. Hammonad'in- 
clude'the ſeparation of others mentioned in 
your definition; inthoſe'other places by 
you cited, you muſt not onely fay;hecon- 
tradiQs himſelf, but that this his definiti- 
oncired by us , is as defective as you pre- 
tend ours to be. Fir here heifayes ex- 
preſly , that the diſtin notion of the 
word Schiſme , is a' voluntary dividing 
himſelf from the Church'of God, as we 
do; and on theother fide, he 'makes no 
more mention of dividing others from 
the Church cauſeleſly in this his -definiti: 
on, then we do in ours : if therefore you 
pretend ours to be an imperfe& definiti- 
on, for wanting that clauſe of yours, you 
mult,  paritate rationis,Srant,his to be an 

. 1mM- 
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imperfect” definition for the ſame want. 
But the truch'is , that as Dr. Hammond 
hath, delivered a perfet- and genuine 
definition of Schiſme , ſo he neither con- 
tradiQedic, nor added your ſaid clauſe, 
as an efſentiall formality of Schiſme; in 
the places by you cited, | 

. ThisI prove. Inthe place Chap.9. pag. 
166. he fayes onely, that our excommu- 
nicating and ſeparating from our Aſſem- 
blies; thoſe of the . Engliſh. Proteftant 
Church, makes the caſe of Engliſh Pro- 
teſtants ſuch, that they who are thus caſt 
out, cannot be ſaid to. ſeparate: . which 
though it were admitted for the preſent, 
ſayes nothing at all of that excommuni- 


. cating, or caſting out, to be an, eſſentiall 


formality of Schiſme, but onely a reaſon 
to excuſe you: from voluntary Schiſme, 
which are' very different. - The ſecond 
place cited by you, Cap. 10. pag:169,170. 
proves as littleas'the former ,. for ſpeaKk- 
ing of that judging or deſpiſing of others 
in the Jewiſh and Gentile Chriſtians,con- 
tained in the words which you alledge, 
he ſayes firſt, Either of which was, if. not 
farmall Schiſme,-yet ſoon: tmproveable into 
it, Where he of _ profeſſes nor 
5 r0 
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to. determine poltiveiy, that. either of 
MN 


them were formally Schbiſme, and eſteems 
it more certain-t$0:term them | 7yprove- 
ables into Schiſme , which, we deny.not.in 
certaſn'caſes : and ſecondly ; that / they 
may be' eſteemed ſuch Tmproveables, he 
addes this limitation , When it would nat 
be. repreſſed by the Aprſiles adqmunitions ; 
which ſeeing it inſinuates a contempt and 
rejeRion-, of Apoſtolicall Authority, 
would :indeed improve ſuch aQs: itito 
Schiſme , as we haye ajready granted in 
Diotrephes. Tothe inference drawn from 
the miſtaken words of St. Cyprian by Dr. 
Hammevd,, ( as I have already ſhewed 
from St. A»ſtins Authority ) i That the 


Schiſme (becauſe the uncharitableneſſe) is || 


on Jour parts, not on onrs.. T anſwer, that 
thoſe, words are to be underſtood cauſal. 
ly, not formally ; that is, that'if there be 
any Schiſme;, the eanſe of it is to. be impu- 
ted to us, not; to you. :Now he whois 
cauſe of the Aqultery ot another; cannot 
therefore be formally termed an Adult 
terer ,,as alſo. for the ſame reaſon, he 
who iscauſe of anothers Schifme, cannot 
be therefore properly.termed a Schifua- 
Teque, 'For if that yudgingiand pas 
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others was not determined by Dr. Ham- 
»m<14d tobe formall- Schiſme , he cannot 
be ſuppoſed with any conſequence of 
DoErinezto determine here; thkt ic makes 


us formally Schiſmatiques.\ To what. you 


laſtly ſay, That Dr; Hammond" in' his de- 
finition cited by us,0pP ſes not voluntary 


, ſeparating 1 ſelfieo E voluntary etive 
- ſeparating, ot: thruſting, others. Away nn- 


j«ſtly from the Church, but onely, to the 
paſſive; involuntary being cut of , ox ſepa- 
rated, which you deſfireGould'be noted : 
we anſwer, That it imports nothing to 
what he oppoſes it , for the perfeRion of 


his definition. ; or conſonance; with ours, 
ſo long as he frames: a full- and formall 
. definitionof Schiſme; without including 


that your active ſeparation of others ; 


which aRuall incluſion you eſteem neceſ(- 
ary ta a competent definition of Schiſm , 
and which-he wonld bave .noted ot ro be 
wcceſſary, and ſo would. we.. 
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More Antherities of. the holy: Fathersyci- 
red to confirm the Difinition of the Ca- 

thelique Diſputants. | | 

| 44G; 9341 | 

O confirm our Definition, we adde 
-& the Authorities of the firſt and la- 
St, Cyprian. Epiſtivad Floreminum Pu- 
pianum, Epiſt.66. In which'Epiſtle he re- 


prehends Prpianm for his'infolency , Er 


nia fecit ſe Epiſcopum Epiſtops , and 
rel himdar a CU Cnbetres -by his 
Communion with the' Church, and with 
the chief Paſtour'; and demonſtrated 
Schiſme by. the contrary. Inde ſchiſmata 
& Hereſes oborte ſunt & oriuntur, dum 
E piſcopms, qui unus eſt & Eccleſie preeſt, 
ſuperbs quorundam preſumptione contemni- 
tur, & homo dignatione Dei hinaratus, in- 
dignus hominibus judicatur, From hence 
ariſe Schiſmes, when the Biſhop that #5 one, 
and who 1 the Governoar of the Church, is 
contemned by the proud preſumption of ſome, 
and the man of God honoured by him, # diſ- 
. howoxred by men. Here the nature of 
; | Schiſme 


departure from Communion: with - the 
Head,or principal member of the Charech 


of Chriſt, that is, fromthe whole Church. 
'ForSt. Cyprian addes in the ſame-Epiltle, 


Scire debes Epiſcopum in Eccleſia eſſe, & 
Ecclefiam in Epiſcopo. Epiſt. ad Rogatia- 


num Ep. 65. Deſwperbo Diacono, 


Hee ſunt enim 1nitia Hereticorum , &- 
ortus & conatus Schiſmaticorum, mals co- 
gitantium, ut f$64 placeant, ut-prepoſitum 
ſuperbo tumore contemnant ; fic de Eccle- 
p ff receditur, fic Altare profanum forts col- 
locatar, fic contra pacem Chriſti, & ordina- 
tionem &:nnitatem Det rebellatur., Theſe 


"ave the origine- of Heretiques and $ chiſma- 


tiques, who to pleaſe: themſelves , contemy 
the preſident of the Church , and ſo rehell 
againſt the peace of Chriſt ', and the ordina- 
tion and unity of God. Andin the entrance 
of the ſame Epiftle, be compares Scliifma- 
tiques unto Curah, Dathan., :and:Abiram, 
who ſeparated themſelves fromthe Com- 
munion of the Jews and their high Prieft 
Aaron; What can theſe words import 
leſſe, then|our definition, that Schiſmeis 
a voluntary ſeparation from the-body of 
Chriſts Church ? to fur dOot 

FR Epiſt, 
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'-Schiſme'is ſtated" to. be 'a. preſurptuous 


| 758 More Fathers cated for ; 
"Epiſt. 55. ad Cornelium. Neqne enim 
.aliunde:Hereſes oborte ſunt, aut nata ſunt 
Schiſmata quam inde quad SarerdetioDei 
non obcemperathry necunm in'Ectiefi Dei 
ad tenipus'Sacerdes ; Grad temps” f ndex 
wice Chriſti copitatur : Cui fi ſecundum 
magiſteria Divina obtemperaret fraterntas 
untverſa, nemo adverſum Sacerdot um: col- 
leginum quidgquan:moveret.--N emdifſ6- 
dio nmiratis* Chriſti Ecclefam ſtingeret. 
Hereſfies "and . Schiſmes .cannot utberwiſe 
fpring but from bence : The bigh Prieſt of 
God is not obeyed, one. \Prieſt in the place. of 
. Chriſt $£-n0t received as fudge. To whom 
"sf rhe fraternity of Chriſtians would. yield 
_ -obediente, no map would tontend- with -the 
 colledge of Prieſts, no man by a ſeparation of 
amity. would divide the Church of Chriſt. 
In theſe epiſtles, and diverſe more, (as in 
hisepiftle £0: Cornelizzs. De fortunato & 
felici}ſimmo,' and others) St. Cyprian ever- 
.more\comprizeth'the notion oof Schifine 
-withinithe terms of our definition 3 That 
it was a preſumptuous, voluntary, perti- 
nacious &ſſ1di: ,' or ſeparation from the 
unity of the Church , a voluntary fepara- 
-tion from thechief paſtour, Biſhop, Head 
ofthe Church of Chriſt , and from'Com- 
mMunion 
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munion with that. Body , of which he was 
Head. Andcertainly, where ſo many ca- 
ſes of Schilme, from the Novatians, were 
_ emergent ,-a$10 SC... Cyprians time, .that 
Schiſmatiques were, 10 preſuming;, it. is 
more then probable , ſome of them did 
not onely ſeparate themſelves from the 
Body of the Church, burdid alſo thruſt 
others from their. Communion'; among 
whom Puppianrs might be one, who con- 
fitured himſelf. Epiſcopum Epiſcopi  & 
Pudicem 7ucicus Chriſti. And theretore 
might be conceived to. ſeparate others 
from the Church, who communicated nat 
with him : yet (/yprian defines his Schyſme 
to conſiſt in a leparation.from the chief 
Paſtour ,' or. Head of.Chriſts Church, 
. | or from the Church.in Communion:with 
1 | him. x 1 who +; Wk ; 
, To make it evident beyond. exception, 
- | thatSchiſme amongthbeancient Fathers, 
e | inics notion, ſenſe; eſſence, and ſpecificall 
© | nature, was ſufficiently exprefſed in-ouyr 
- £ definition, it will appear from St, Auſtin, 
© | in his diſputations with the. Donatiſts, 
- | who were notorious Schiſmatiques ,..and 
d || who were not onelyſuch as actively ſepa- 
rated-themſelves from the unity of the 
Th. Church, 
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Church , but who aCtively ſeparated 
others, by caſting foreh, thruſting forth, 
excommunicating, or what you will , all 
except their pars Donati, yet even theſe, 
and all other Schiſmatiques, St. Aſtin al. 
wayes comprehended under our defini- 
tion. "4 
St. Auſtin. lib. 20. contra Fauſt um, cap. 

30. Schiſma eſt eadem opinantem,& eodem 
rita colentem quo caters, ſolo congregations 
delef&ars diſſidio , which is'our definition : 
_ Schiſme is a voluntary d:ſiaium, or ſepa- 
ration from the congregation, vzz. of the 
Church. us | 

- St. Auſtin. lib. 4. contr, Donatiſt as.cap. 
14. Nam & cetera omnia vera vel cen- 
ſeatts, vel habeatis, & in eadem ſeparation 
tamen duretts , contra vinculum fraterne 
pacis, adverſus unitatem omnium fra- 
tram, Thus he ftates the . Schiſme of 
the Donatiſts, if ye continnein ſeparation 
againſt the: bond of Brotherly peace, 
and the Unity of all Brethren of the 
Church, | | 


Lib. 2. contr. Donatiſtas cap. 6. Ref 


ſpondete , quare ves ſeparaſtis ? quare con- 
tra' orbem terrarum Altare - ertxiſtis? 


quare nou communicaſtis Ecclefiis ? Re) 


ſponaere 


Schiſ 


fpondete, quiere ſepara? propreven cert 
ne” nitterum commuinione periretss.” '"@ge> 
mas ergo non” perieritnt Cyprianus & col- 
lege'.equs ? quare ab innotentibus' ſopara- 
1 ? Sacrideginuns Schiſmatis veſtrum de- 
fendtre-now poteſtic. © Theholy>Father dis 
ſputing againſt Schiſmatiques asks them, 
as'we may; 4 p43, ask Proteſtants ; Why 
have you Res Your ſelves ? Why have 
you erefted an Altar againſt the whole 
world? Anſwer me, why did you ſeparate ? 
certainly you ſeparattd, left you'ſpeuldpe= 
11ſh 1 the \cormmunion*of the: wicked : how 


| 7hen' did nor Cyprian and bas Colleagues 


periſh? | + | 


© Here Schiſme is defined by way of que- 
fion, Why aid you ſeparate ? Why did you 


ereft an_Altar' againſt+the whote warld'? 
Why did you 0 communicate\ with the 


Churches 2 that 1s, Why are -you'Schiſ- - 
matiques? As we may propoſe to Prote--- 


ſtants, whom - we hold ' Schiſmatiques 
Why did you ſeparate your ſelves ?. Why 
have you' erected :an' Altar againſt=the 
whole world'of Chriſtians > Why did you 
not'' communicate with [the Churches? 
For doing all this you are condemned of 
Schilme, | - 0p, 

| Now 


the Catholiquer definition. 161 


ne ee cm —_— 


6-03 COAST API: AE DOR AU AIRS TIE — "CRC RNS 2 IEC EAPRTg K oy - - - 
_ _—_— fp gs ud 


162 me Fathersented for. 

i: Now-to-our preſent-conference., the 
exceptions propoſed; by;you. in. your deft- 
nition are. 1mpertinent;, For as the Con- ff of 
troverſie,was. .throughly: decided. by. St, I wt 
Anaſtis againſt the Donatiſts', :n proving I fat 
that they;did ſeparate, they-did ere an |} of « 
Akar, a Religion againſt'thar profeſſed J 4, 
in the whole; world ; they did net £em- f'den 
municate with the Churches, - yea, did ſe- Þ adþ 
Pparate , . becauſe, they. ſhould otherwiſe Þ tity 
periſh with wicked Churches; the Con- Feith, 
cluſion was: good- againſt the Donatiſts, 
Therefore they: were: Schiſmatiques : ſo [fin 
which of) our parties could have'charged fon! 
juſtly upon the other, Tox ſeparated your Bo 
ſetves, you eretted an Altar';'-a Religion 
which was. uot then extant in the Church, 
you ſeparated franall Churchas, you ſepa Pilice 
rated, leſt you ſhould periſh intheterreÞti- Innive 
on of the :univerſall' Church; 12 which the (Apr; 
Saints of God could nat periſh ; That party pri, 
ſo charged, and juſtly, had been ſchilma-ſhyeba: 
tical}, and their Church, which: 'was allſÞi of 
Intendedby the queſtion. 'Thereforeyourſhr 5; 
exceptions. to: our: Delinition and yourÞame w 
defence'of them'have been rather wittyhnd 5: 
t! en pertinent, rather to expreſs LogicallÞ/ur, } 
and Metaphyſical Curioſities, then _ roves 
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Fundamental! - Truth». 4n> this. material! 
point' of Schiſme.” 'And>we once: more 
offer to your ſelves'and: the Auditory, 
whether it be not more congruous and 
ſatisfying-; to proceed in-the conviction 
of Schiſmatiques by the method of Saint 
Anſtin and Cyprian, by "theit evidentiall 
demonſtrative'proofs of Schiſme,'theri by 
adhering to ſome Niceties, or other La- | 
titudes, of ſchiſmaticall ARs , which "| 
either will beinvolyed in our Detinition | 
or- enough, or as much will' dein'our De- 
finition', as was in-the Pathers,: for the 
convincing of Schiſmatiques of-the firſt 


ges. But I proceed. 351] 

St. Auſtin.lib. 3. contra Donatift.cap.2. 
Nos itague, mt dicere ceperam,' in Ecclefie 
i225 communtone [eenrt ſunius' "per Oujns 
- river fitatens id mine agitiir 90d © hinte 
eMgrippinnum, & mer Agrippinum & Cy- 


rrianum , per ejus wniverſfitatem ſimiliter | 
-cbatur. We are ſecure inthe commu- ' 


llhicn of that Church, by whoſe: univerſality 
lar i5 now done ; which was tone by the [ 
lame aniverſality, both before Agrippints, 
yihd betweer: Agrippinus ayd Cyprian. 
UP lera habet in eodem capite. St. Auſtin | 
proves himſelf, and others in communion j 
n- with | 


" Fes 
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with him,to be -ſafe;and »o Schiſmatiques, 
becauſe they communicated | with: that 
univerſality 'of Chriſtians. before, grip. } 
p197345, and $0600 his time and Cyprians, N 
andwith the univerſality of the preſent 
Church. The Donatifts-did not fo, but bh. 
ſeparated themſelves from that. body , | ?* 
ergo ,| they | were. Schiſmatiques;,,, And 
whereas. it may be replied, that you never 
intended. to deny ſuch to be Schiſma. 
tiques. who ſeparate themſelyes, &c. but 4 
that-ſome ,other a&s may be, and. are}j *7 
ſchiſmaticall, beſide thoſe whereby a man 
ſeparateth himfelf, and fo. St. Auſtin * 
allegations are true, but not againſt us Ls 
We affirm, .that it ſeems incredible to us, 
that ſo learned a. perſon as St. Auſtin 
3killed in the-Logicks: of 4i/tot/e,, and 
having to.do with learned wits, Petilian, 
Emeritzes , Creſconigs the Gramaraian, 
in his 13. and 14. Books againſt them, 
ſhould almoft in every.Chapter inſiſt up- 
onour Definition onely, as it is in terms, 
hadit been inſufficient- as you averre, and 
notat allupon your additionall excepti- 
on: ſurely it appeared to him, that ſuch 
an a& was either involved in the terms 
of his Argument, whereby he always 
proved 
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provedthem Schiſmatiques, iz. by theiv 
ſeparating themſelyes from, the.body of 
the Church; or that it was an'AR fome., 
times occaſionall onely of Schiſme, ſome« 
times conſequential,never formal-Schiſm, 
but by ſome conjunRive formality an- 
nexed to it. In 
Lib. 7. contra: Donatift,: cap.:ultims. 
Unae Cyprians, & qui cun 30+ ſenſeriist, 
Cathalice Ecclefia; quam' noliterint predt- 
dere, non potterint preſeribere. | Dnod 
vero aliter now ſapuerind, nou expaveſtir 
mus, quia cum en veneramur & Petrum:. 
Quod vero ab unitate Keelefie non: receſ- 


BD [ernmn, gaudemin, quia cum en adificamur 


in Petra. Cyprian and thoſg who were 
of bis opinion; conld not preſcribe to that _ 
Charch, which they wanld not divides 
That they thought otherwiſe then the 
Church , we Jet venerate them and Pe- 
ter. That they would not ſeparate from 
the unity of the (hnreh, we rejoyce, becauſe 
with them we are built upon the Rock. 
By this Argument of ſeparating from the 
unity of the Church, the Donatifts were 
Schiſmatiques, but St. Cypriay, that held 
unity, was not. £72 
Lib, contra Peti/zannm. Nulla yy 
AI 
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#Ati6 fit ," ſed maximus furor; quod ifth, 


ot: lnt communiontm caventes', i[e' ab u11- 
rare Ccele 4, qt, toto orbe terrarums” dif- 
funiditur fepas arnnt!- There was no cadfſe, 
but''a 'great'anadneſs ," that: they featiiig 
communion; | ſhould ſeparate themſetve 
from the unity of the whole earth. This is 
Schiſme.in its. proper and known eſſence, 
diſtin&iverſpecifically.3 and in; this-we 
fhon{dinfift;which of usjas che Donatilts 
Gd, have: ſeparated our ſelyes:from the 
unity of: the Church of ' the whole 
earth. | 4% BEV | 
-  Libiad Don2t.poſt Collationem. Oni/- 
qui# ergo ab bac Catholica'Ecelefpa fuerit 
ſeparate ;\ quantumlibet laudabiliter vi 
were ſe exiſtimet, hoc ſolo' ſcelere, quod 4 
C{rifti unitate- fuerit ſejunttngs, non habe. 
bit vitam, [ed ira Des manet ſuper ip/um. 
Whoever #4 \ſeparated from the Caths 
lique Churcb, although he lead a good life, 
yer for thi only. fin, that he remains ſ«- 
parated from the unity of Chriſt, he ſhal 
mot have life, but the wrath of od t upon 
him, that is , becauſe heis.a Schiſma- 
-tque. - | | 

St. Auſtin, lib. De Fide 8 Symbols, 
#4p. 10, He diſtinguiſherh Hereſie and 
Schiſme; 


mM Fo ww =o ro ea 


| | rhe Cdrhiliquerafinieloh, op 
Schilme;' and Eertainly 45 he' giveth the 


» 


fall _ 'of Hereſte" [o' he, gives the 


qpleat notion and *effetice of 


3 


pe ps 
Ichilitie ;&fhetwile he could” hor'com. 


pleady'dfingaith" them 17h regard 'of 
their vicinity, 'inthat/every Hererique is 


# Schiſmatique, although” every Shiſma- 
tiqueis not an' Heretique ; and alſo chat 
in time every Schiſmatique 'wilt be a He- 
retique, according to St. Hierome. He 
therefore muſt difference them eflential- 
ly, in their compleat and effentiall no. 
tions, and yet he exceeds not our de- 
finition. 

Heretics ae Deo falſo ſentiendo ipſam 
fiaem violant. 
 Schiſmatici diſceſſionibus iniquts @ fra- 
terna charitate diſſitiunt , quamvis ea cre- 
dunt, que credimms. And tothis agreeth 
.the ſame Father, Libr. ©#eſt.Evangelic. 
in Mattheum,cap 11. Solet queri,Schi(- 
matici quid ab Heretics diſtent ; & hog 
inveniri quod Schiſmaticos non fides di- 
verſa facit, ſed communionss diſrupta 
ſocietas. To ſeparate from communion 
is the formall and ſpecificall eſſence, and 
ſo the definition of Schiſme. 
We could multiply the ay” = 

e 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
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168. Abu Fatbers Skate, 
the Fathers, both Greek and Latine;who 


evertreating ypon Schiſme,canceive the 
Explcs the NATE E 0 eſl of 


De ipoh ; ma 
Cr For Cy "þ hoc 5 
#v;, and St, Bernard. .But. this m_ 
For us from the Ancigags is ſuligent, as 


Ji Faerie 


SE 8 T3. 


Same Authorities of later. Anth.ars, 29-8 
in C Conprypeic of the-ſaid De nition. 


C: 35: 


, ſhall fall- down tothe Divines 
of the laſt. 4oo. 'years, ſome of 
which brad before this laſt Schiſme, were 


. both good Catholiques and Ariſtotelians, 


and preſent to the view of all indifferent 
and learned perſons, whether we had nor 
reaſon to; give-our Definition as we did, 

and to maintain it without any alterati- 
on. + Weonely adde, that in St. Gregories 


 dayes, the form of Subſcription, whereby 


Heretiques and Schiſmariques proteſted 
againſt -Schiſme, was as. followeth. 
Lib. 10. Epiſt. Ep.30. Sub wei ordinrs 


| caſu ſpondeo + Anathematis oblatione, at- 


que promitto tibs,, &- per te Sanito Petro 
Apoſtoloram prencip, atque ejus Vicario 
Beatiſſimo Gregorio, vel ſucceſſoribus 
ipſins, me nunquam quorumlibet ſnaſront- 
bus, vel quocunque alio modo ad Schiſma, 
a quo, miſericoraia redemptorss mſtri libe- 
rante, ereptus ſum, reverſurum, ſed ſemper 

| I me 
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me in unitate ſanite Eccleſie Catholice, & 
communione Roman Pontificts fer omnia 
permanſurum. From this Subſcription 
we frame this Dilemma : either it wasa 
ful}renunciation of Schiſme, or nor; if it 
was not, St.Gregory underſtod-not the na- 
ture of Schiſme : if it was,then our defini- 
tionis compleat, where he promiſed to 
abide-in, or not-to ſeparate from the Uni- 
| ty of theCatcholique Church, and Com- 
munion with rhe Roman Biſhop, 
If ſome of. theſe Authorites ſeem not 
to ſay expreſly, That every Schifme.is a 
ſeparation of ces ſelf fromthe Church, 
but onely that. all ſuch ſeparations are 
«chiſmes , which you- grant;;"you' may 
pleaſe to confider , firſt, the continuall: 
mentioning of ſuch a ſeparation amongſt 
the holy Fathers, when they ſpeak of 
<hiſae, their conſtant proving others to 
be Schiſmatiques., becauſe they-ſo ſepa- 
rate, and never-giving any» other formall 
reaſon, favethis, of becomming'Schiſ{- 
matiques; nor fo. much as mentioning 
yours , Of thruſting others unjuſtly . from 
the Churches communion, in their-defini- 
tions and: deſcriptions: of Schiſme, :no 
nor accuſing the Donatiſts to-have: be- 
, come 


_ eomeformally Schiſmatiques:, by-exclu- 
ding: thoſe' of' the Catholique party of 
tha: times from- the was Church. of 
Chriſt; (berauſe they communicated not 
with them, nor baprized ſuch asrerurned 
from: Heretiques ro: the Catholique com- 
munion) but eſteemed them ſufficiently 
convinced of: Schiſme, by their ſole ſepa- 
ration ofithemſelves from -the Commu. 
nion. of the» whole: viſible Church; we 
ſay, you may pleaſe to conſider theſe par- 
ticulars, and it will plainly appear, chat 
they conſtituted the formall notion of 
Schiſmein this ſole ſeparation, and. wy 
thing-elfe;; and' withall we deſi re, 
would again callto minde, for the rlohe 
underſtanding of theſe and ſuch like Sen- 
tences-of the-Fathers , what we have al- 
ready ſaid; and drawn from our Noranda, 
for-clearing 'the- like Sayings of _ Cy- 
prian and St. Hierome, 

In our citation of the School-men, An- 
cient-or: Modern, whereſoever there is 
mention made of the Supremacy of the 
Biſhop of Rowe, and neceſlity to live in 
unity with him, and in obedience to him 
as Head' of theviſible Church, to-avoid 
Schiſme ; we here declare, that it neither 

I 2 15, 
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is, nor. was- our drift or intention, to 
prove the Popes ſupremacy by thoſe teſti- 
monies inthis preſent conference , as nei- 
ther being the queſtion in hand, nor thoſe 
authorities a ſufficient teſtimony -againſt 
our Adverſaries. And we declare further, 
that we have no intention to-ground the 
truth of our definition againſt our preſent 
Adverſaries in the faid teſtimonies, as ta- 
ken apart from the former of the holy 
Fathers; but that which we jntend partt- 
cularly by citing. them ; is firſt to ſhew, 
that our definition is not new, particular, 
or inyented by us, but ancient, common, 
and imbraced by [the generall conſent of 
Divines of the former and later ages, and 
ſ:condly, to addea ftrength of. Authori- 
ty to it, from theſe School-Authours, 
as they carry on this Definition in 
unity. and correſpondence to the ancient 
Fathers, | 
_ St, Tho. Aquinas. 

Schiſmatts peccatum, ſpeciale vitium eſt 
Charitati oppoſitum z; quo quidam Chriſto, 
ac e3u4 vicario ſubeſſe renuunt, et membris 
Eceleſie ei ſubjeftis communicare recuſant. 
Schilme 15a {in oppoſed to charity;where- 
by they refuſe to obey Chriſt and his De- 


puty, 


as coo -— a —C_” 
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puty.and refuſe to: communicate with the 
members of.the Church-in Communion 
withhim. .22z+ 2, 39. Art. I, 1; Cor- 
- pore Oneſtionss. 
 Schiſmatict dicunt ar, Ju proprid ſbonte 
&-intentione (ab. Eccleſie. unitate ſe Jepe: 
rant, que eft-unitas principals”. «. 
- Alex Alenſis. Queſt.144 de Schif, 
W chiſma. eſt -illicita ab unitate Eccleſia 
diſſenſ 0. Schifme isan. unlawful diſſent- 
ing from the unity. of the Church.--- 'He 
addes,but it may be. enquired, what kinde 
of departure that is, which is Schiſme; for 
{every tranſgreſſion, orcontemprt-of the 
Canons be Schiſme , Schiſmes would en» 
creaſe, therefore Schiſme is a departure 
in thoſe, who. annihilate the authority of 
the Roman Church, -by:.contempt of her 
precepts and I Ty WY het 
as head, &c. 
Turriani in Aquin. | 
'E ſt ergo peccatum ſchiſmatus voluntavia 
ſeparatio ab Eccleſie unitate, &&. Schilme 
is 4 voluntary. ſeparation from that 
Church which 1 15'0ne.,' and whoſe heads is 
the Roman Biſhop.. 
Cajetanus in Aquin.. 7 
Ex eo _ eft Schiſmaticus, Ks re 
3 L111; 
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nuitiut pars Eccleſue operari : nec:refert' ex 

A % 0 J & \ 
gUucungque cauth thoe oriatur.; dummods 
enim ad hoc deveniatur, quod rennuit ſe ha- 
bere ut partem unins Ecclefie, Schiſma inv- 


. earrit. Inobeateutia enim , Juantwmcnn- 


que.pertinax, non conftituit Schiſma , nfs 
fit rebellio. ad officium Pape vel Beclefee, 
ita ut renuat er ſubeſſe. Tdem'Cajetanus 
docet, Efſe Schiſmaticos , quicunque ex 
quacungue diverſitate vel ſententiarum 
wel affettionum aded-exorbitent ', wt welint 
ſanttificare , wel ſanbtificars (per caltum 
f{cilicet (&* uſum Sacramentorum,) locere 
wel aocers, naman fx-ocanth ; non-8t 

s Eccie fie 'Catbulice, \feutanquamiip|; 
Tal A quodldam” vorum Nm 
He-is a' Schiſmatique:, who refaſcth to 
operateas:a' part:of the Church; neither 
is it materiall , from what ever caaſe this 
ariſeth , ſo as it comes to this; That he 
refuſeth to behave himſelf 'as a part of 
that one Church, he incurs Schifme. For 
diſobedience, even to pertinaitcy , doth 
not denominave Schifme, unlefle it be a 
rebellion againfttheoffice of the Pope;ot 
the Church , ſoas he. refuſeth to:beſub- 
ject to it, And Schiſmatiques are thoſe 
whoever, from what diverſity ſoever of 
Optntons 


opinons or affections, are ſo;exorbitant, 
that they will: ſanQifie- or be. fancified 
(by the ca/raus, or uſe of Sacraments) 
teach or be taught, provide-or be provi- 
ded for, not as' part of the Catholique 
Church , but as if they were a certain 
whole: ſepagate-:thing,, or Church; of 
thensſelves, 1-1 worth ira 


Turrecremata de Eccleſia , cap. de 
Schifmate, 'cires Raymund. de 
Sabunde, hz Definition 

of Schiſme. 


- Schifma eff; ilicittes "ub uwtvonte'&* nni- 
verfulitate :difGeſſms.  Schiſme 1s :an un» 
lawtyldepartarefrom'the waity andunt- 
verſalityofthe Glharch. He cites: Hos 
ftrenſto wn Smmmie Tir ve I obifimnte. 
i Behiſma eſt vilioita Alvifo per 1yobedien- 
tim ab untrre Ecolefic; ': Schilme isah 
unlawfull divifion »made by diſobedience 
orcoptempbyeo'or fromthe unity of the 
Ghaurdh: + '4 0 8017197 7: USP 
-.Atilenpgth Trretremata pives us his * 
own definition : -Di/ceſſio ab wnitate uni- 
verſalis Eccleſie , que eft unitas prince- 
pals, A departure from the unity of the 
B10. I 4 univerſal 
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univerſal Church, which is the principaſl 
unity. And addes , - Schiſmatici aicuntur 


hi, qui ſubeſſe renuunt Summo Pontifict, - 


& qui memhris' Eccleſia ts ſubjeftts com- 
municare recuſant.- Schilmatiques are 
thoſe, who refuſe ' to obey the Chief 'Bi- 
ſhop.,, and to communiicazs |with>the 


.members of the Church ſubje&>ro0 


him. © 


Gregor. de Valentia. Diſp, 3. 
Quaſt.i5,, + 

Hou eſt digunittio , qua quis ſe ſe- 
parat ab unitate Eccleſie , ut Eccleſia eſt 
1num quoddam corpus: myſticum', conſtars 
ex diverſarnm conditionunt fidelibus', 'tax- 
quam ex membris inter ſe conmexss, & 
pracipue cuns Capite, nimirum cum Suns 
20 Pontifice, Chriſti Vicario. Schiſme is 
a ſeparation, by which one ſeparates him- 
ſelf from the unity of the Church, as 
the Church is one myfticall body, con- 
liſting of faithfull perſons of diverſe con- 


- ditions, as members united, and eſpecial- 


ly with their Head, the Chief Biſhop, 
Chriſts Deputy. on 


Farina- 
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Farinacius cites Barthol.. Ugolinus- 

- - | bi Definition, in Tract.deCen-: | 
ſurisPontificireſervatis;/'?/'! --!; 

in Gloſs}. © 


Schiſma nihil alind eft-, quam ſeparatio 
ab unitate Eccleſia mniverfalss; qua Chri- 
Stianns ſubtrabit. ſe-ab aveazentia.r capitis 
Eteclefis; Romans pontificss ,” quatenns Ec- 
clefie'raput eſt, vel a Gommunione membre- 
rum Chriſti , :uolens- eſſe. ejuſdem Ecelefie 
membrum. Schiſme is nothing elfe, then 
a ſeparation from the unity of theunjver- 
ſal Church, :whereby.a: Chriſtian with- 
draws himſelf from obedience to the head 
of the Church; as it is head of the Church, 
or from the Communion of the members 
of the Church, refuſing to be a metaber of 
the ſame. be 


He cites Sanchez in przcept, Decalogi.. 
lib. 2. cap. 36. num. 1, 


Schiſma eft disjunttio, per quam qurs ſe 
ab unitate Eccleſie ſeparat, in quantum eſt 
corpus Myſticum, ex univer ſis fidelibus,& 
Romano Pontifice conſtans. Sclulme is a 

Al. I Y : ſepa- 


bake Hh. LAET-; 
.”* Ak 
x 
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ſeparation-, by which one ſeparates him- 
| ſelf from the unity of the Church, asit is 

a body:conſiſting of all the-faithful, and 
the Bifhop'of Rowe their head; 


Biel. diſtinGt. I3. q. 2. Art. 3: 


wo, per inobedientiam,ab unitate Eccleſie. 


Schifme 'properly:taken, isan unlawfull 


<iviſion ; or ſeparation by diſobedience, 


from the unity of the Church, 


"Gerſon. part. 1, de modo habendi ſein 
| tempore Schiſmatis. 


Schiſma , non ſolum eſt in ſeparatione 
membri a capite, ſed etiam membrorum cb 
invicem, quande propter queſtum aut a= 
nam glortam , &c. (eparat ſe a membris 
verrs & wives Ecclefie. Schiſme is not 


onely a ſeparation of a member from the ' 


head, but of one member from another, 
when they ſeparate from the true and li- 
viog members of the Church. 


Antoninus, Titul. 22. cap. Ir. 


Dicurtur Sehiſmatics om ms refiſtentes 
1M Wo Papa, 


Schiſma mage e acceptum eſt llicita di- 


A od A es i 


ar =) 


| 
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Pape, nowquornique' modo , fed per ſponta- | 
PCATM OHFONLEOREI , & manifeſtzm Tebellso- 
new. Schifme waportat wryifonemab uni- 
tate fact. &:obavitutis a They 


are terined Schiſmatiques., who reſiſt the 


'Pope;; not by any way: Or kinde of reſi. 


ance, but bya- ſpontaneous intention, 


and manifeſt rebellion. . Schifme imports 


< 


2 diviſion. froryithe unity: of faith , and 
chiiicy ofthe Church;).-71e © -- 


\ 4 
4 % $ - - 
we” d- < iy; 


£gidius Coninck, cap, de Schiſmate. 


Sehiſma a Patribus & Thelogis ſumi-. 
Hr Proſcifſmra, vel diviſene , qua aliqui 


[tab Etclefa feparant ,, nolendo cam reli- 


gu Catholics" commmunicare; atque ita 


unitatem ejus ſcindant , atque . dividunt. 


Schiſme -is . taken-by the Fathers and 


Divines for a ſciſſure, or diviſion, by 


- which men ſeparate themſelves from the 


Church , and divide the umty of it, refti- 
ſing co communicate with the reſt of Ca- 
tholiques . | pAIEY 
Hieronym. de Medicis a. Camerino. 
+ ſecunda. fecunde. 


$ciendum quod ad rationem Schiſmatis 


201 [ufficit , ut quis faciat aliqnod unitats 
| repugnansy 


I80 Authorities df \Schal-men 

repugnans , ſed oportet jt intenddt diviſi- 
onem 71 (ciſſuram.: Sicut enim in natura- 
libus id quod ef. per accidens,::n0n'conſtiruit 
ſpeciem 5 ita-1m moralibus.- Etn\ definis, 
Schiſma propric opponituniprincipaliunitats 
Ecclefie, quan: charitas facit 5 & eftg;quo 


qurm ab ejuſmods unitate ſjeparareintendtti-- 


Schiſma opponitur wntatiprincipals Etcle- 
| fe. Te conſtitate :Schiſme!, it; }i$+not 


enough to oppoſe unity,; but ;it pwſt be 


with intention to ſeparate,---; Schiſme 
properly is oppoſed to the principatuni- 
, ty, which charity makes, andit's/that 
ſin, whereby one intends to ſeparate him- 
felf from unity. Schiſm-is oppoſed tothe 
principal unity of the-whole Church... 


Lorca in ſecund.im. ſecundz. 


Schiſmaeſt receſſus ,, vel divifie ab uni- 
tate Eccleſia 13 


Vaſquez. in cap. de Schiſmate. 


Schiſmaeſt dujunftio, qua quis ſe ſepa- 
rat ab wnitate Ecclefie, ec. Schiſme is a 
disjunction, by which one ſeparates from 
the unity of the Church. 


Suarez 


the Church, ., Andit..is evident, Sc iſme . 
is compmircedſoy;leparation Somfhew uni- 


"for theCatholigmes definition. - 
Suarez. adverſus Jacobum regem Fg 
Sie} bby , GBP) 20,00, 24; 


Schiſma,per Antonomaſram, jam propriz 


 Pgroficat « diviſionam. Eccleſia. C Mice; 
-per, ſpontaneam.ſeparationem.” Table 
"Chreſtiano nomine-particulanens, congee 
tHonem, ſtu conventicalum. —EXHTEE colefie 


43 {ub 


anitatem , | cammuniuem.,C  abearentians 
eongregandoz Et, num. 4+, AHaniſeſtam eft 


Scin/warommitti per ro #& Ec- 
.clefie. OR; ; Charitath cius. contrarigm. 


Schiſme- ſignifieth a ia hav of the. Ca- 
tholique ( Clin rch by, vgluntary ſeparation 
from it;;5 ar - CODSrrgaring, 3; Barricular 
Church ,or-conventicle,: wig] hout thezuni- 
ty,' communiqn, and obed dience of, or-to 


ty of the Chparh. rt; 13. SIU33O0 0 
/ Botiakiha. decafid: :Conkica ient, de Sil 
Pt age) eric 7 64 1 nepreg 


|" Scbilme oft: Colantares % & [= 2a 
[ubtraftio. ab -obedientid;, onal Ec- 
cleft >. Schiſme i is a voluntary and per- 
tinacious withdrawing , 'and ſeparating 
from the obedience 'of the univerſall 
Church, vel ſummi Pontifists, qui 1m Ec- 
clefia-eqm locum tenet. ja 


115 0192254 S106: 4 I IEEE 


acer cap| degchiſi | 


££ \ bE —S Oe >. 6. WJ. F ION 


Mn fepyraidio ab Mae ry 


> & ejpr Capite, Shiimo Poji- 
-Echiſme id'n- ſepxration 1 from the 
hole ofthe Catholique Church, and the 
"chief Biſhop,'or Head thereaf , 2 ict. 
_ Thus we ſhew; thatboth Packers; Mo- 
, -derDivities, waUthoſe aces: naroreſ- 
ans, have uſed no*dther Definition then 
ours, and have'owned it, asa cottipleat, 
convertible Propofition. The "School 
[men cited by'tis is: who were ſince theTepa- 
| ns Fe we'prg gee trot asan' Argument 
A being a party) other- 
wife nee ey correſpond with all Di- 
vines, Foritive Fathers! and Modern; and 
as we preſent with them an entire Body 
| atmoſ fromall ages of Chriſtianity, con- 
firming our Definition, either virtually or 
4nterms;-/and'that preciſely, ve is rely, 
' no more, no feſſe, then we have'fiatedin 
our Definition, 


DBA SHE TS LEI a1 0 


7 be ferſed, Defines *: rn & 
- The. Anthoriiesi of Det re torar4 
\Dinines, ' ; + 2: fi Te 
FI 36. #26310 36 F 
-0161341116-:4 10 917-it "34 
om the | Tefticuogirs of the Fackers 
- and Sthool-men,we deſcendtg our 
own Doors, and \ſhew.,, ſome of the 
chief of them, who -bave created of pur- 
pod this polnt.of Schiſme, agree. with 
ur definition, inſfomneh a5-it.is. excepted 
againſt by , g9-nokto addition of nuyjnſ? 
eparation of 

We have already made it cleer, that 
Dr. Hammond's is both. a Proper Ddtic- 
tion -of Schiſme, andthe. very fame. in 
ſubſtance- with ours We. proceed ro 

others. SN 
"park Dr. Fic of the Clazch, 
| Tab. TL, ERP» IQ, _ 

T haſe which aſter entrance aol aduvil 
fiontute the Houſe of God, depart and go ont 
again, are of two ſorts: For either they 
depart of themſelves, leaving the felto yt WA 


x84 Anthorities of Engliſh Proteftants 
and forſaking the Faith, as Schiſmatiques | 1 
and Heretiquer, or elſe they are caſt out | +4 
by the Cenſures of the Gmids of the Church, | x, 
as excimmunicate perſons; ec. In which || .p 
words he plainly delivers the Dorine || :T 
deduced by us from the holy Fathers, that Þ ji 
thereare onely theſe two wayes to ceaſe | th 
to be of the Church, amongſt thoſe who | 
paſs underthe name of Chriſtians. * © I 54 
1211435 2 Dre Field goes on. m037F N10 
" Concerning the firf fort, )Sehiſmatiqaes | wy; 
are they that break.#he anityof the Church, 
and refuſe to ſubmit thenſelv 6520 their 
layyfall Paſtors and: Guides, thomgh.they || yi, 
mecehve an entire' profeſſion of the Truth of | 644 
Ye as 'thd' thei Lautiferians; &c, Now || þ; 
thoſe who unjuſtly ſeparate others inju- 

ftig jurs "that is , for- maintaing ſome ||; 
Catholique Truth , which they who caft || jj»; 
them out' condemne as erroneous; receive {| 
not anentire'profeffion of: the 'Truth'of 
God, as Dr, Field fayes here , Schiſia- 
tiques ſtrictly fo called do. . Andif they | 
ſeparate another i»juſtitia fattz, for fome il; 
crime, or fa, whereof he is neither guil- 
ty, norſufficiently ,, i» foroexterno, pro- | 
ved tg be paley' yet- according to: Dr. 
Field, if ſuch an unjuſt Excommunica- 
| tour 


lawful Paſtors 'and*Quides,' and thereby 


remains in'the nnity'-of the Church, he . 


-will\not 'be''a Schifmatique- - Chap. 15. 
'Though Dr.F+/4 treats exprefly of un- 
Juſt Exconimunicators; yet heever fayes 
that they are Sehiſinatiques; forthat res- 
ſon, or that: Schiſrae"confifisin un juſt ſe. 
paration of others fromthe Church, © 
Lib. 3,capi5:' Schiſme#s abreach 'of the 
ey tc of the eCharch,which confoſteth in three 
#hi 51 ft, the ſubjettion off oy ano, by 
oh leofal Pafionts, Serow 
 munton and conjointtion whith Tray arti- 
cular Churches and" the” Paſtoutrs' of thens 
have amiiig* 'rhemſelves." T hiraly 2 T# holds 
ing -the' ſame" rule of ff, RE The uni wo 
tank: pong Chih prejeof yt ; wg 
unity Pafpouvs. Direfpec oft 
hinde of mba they whoJpowld. obey this- 
one Paſtour, do either witharaw themſelves 
wholly, refuſing to. be ſubjett to any Mimi 
ftry'; or when one15.elefted; ao ſer ap Amther 
a gainſt him, and forſake the rigs iT bis 'S 
the:firſti inde bf Schifmme. 3.0015) <1: 
Ext org - the Charcbes: which forak 
the. Communion of other: Churches wi ;tbout 
uf _ do fall into Schiſme.: Andgf they 


ſwerve 


ugh the dana 2» Mofiblttiic \85 * 
rourrefuſe not th. fubmit"himſelf tohis | 


a86 " Author i, of Engle Proves 


Grerare from the rule of fa6rh, the other cor 
f bold, t roms ar owely .$chiſma- 
- ticall; but. Hereticall.,: Theſe ave the ſeve- 
rall. hindes of Schiſme. Thus Dr. Field. 
In/which,diviſion-he, makes no mention 
ef unjuſt dBm Regrear-(eppretars 
& are from che Church... its 

-; Dr; Potter; pPag;-130.” 44" 

"T hi Novatians were >>I b 
A the publique , determination of the 
Siering th Church wn the;generall Gonncel 
of:Nice...And Pag, 42; Sect: 2.\Num..:2. 
The Dinariſh du not-oftely iſ eparare from 
the-Ghurch diffuſed; rhroughout;the world, 
<, By.wbi 
ature of \ckiſme,. which.be-therecreats; 
and ihough honddeto-cheSchifmeaf che 
Donatiſs.,.thar they.acconnted the: 
Uiplique:Church+to bend Irut. Church, 
-and (aid, \phatthe-rrue Catholike Church, 

wot of + their Cong ation, 'was periſhed; 
yetthenevyer puts 5 clauſeof your defi 
nition, as a neceſſary\ ingredient g.nqrcan 
bold with'any:conſequence of: dorine, 
that the GparntionaCe the Donatifts'from 
thewhote Catholique Church,alone/was 
not ſufficient to make them formal $chiſ- 
ves tat (as you hold it is) becauſe he 
. ſayes, 


 examples:he declares ithe | 


_. for the Catholiqnerdefintrion. _ By © 
:ſayes, That 1he-Novatians were'SeViſvhi- 
riqwes, for difebeying the publique determi. 
wation of the Catholique' Church 16 the ye- 
- | rall:Conneelbof Nice. oo oo 
Mr.:Chilliypwerth, | 

- pa} 26S | | 

His Adverſary having faid , to forſake 
the externall Communjon 'of -them , "with 
Y | whom they. agree in Faith 55 the moſt 
e | formall aud proper ſinne of Schiſme. 
{ | Maſter Chillingworth anſwers thus , very 
- | true. | 
/ And pag. 260. | 
>| To his a" affirming , that all. 
© | Divines define Schiſme,s divi{or from. the 
; | irue Church, &c. he anſwers, I might ve- 
© i 77 juſtly queſtion your antecedent, and deſire 
\- | Joz to confider, whether Schiſme be not ra- 
, | ther, or at leaſt be not as well, a diviſion of 
, | the Charch, as from it ;, a ſeparation not of 
; | a part from the whole, but of the ſame parts 
- | from the other, Where though he ſeem 
n | toexcept againſt the ſecond part of our 
, | definition, where we fay , that Schiſme i 
n | 4. ſeparation from the. whole.Chaurch4--yet 
5 he both takes /zparatioz here , as we de, 
{. | for a ſeparation of oxes ſelf, and not of 
e | others, and ſuppoſes , that the true and 


_ ted bein "Gs ns HR 
wes. 4 
4.48 TE 


188 Authorities of Engliſh Proteſt ants,&c. 
proper-notion-of.. Schiſme confiſts-in'a 
ſeparation of ones ſelf, either .from the 
whole-Church-,-or of one part ſeparating 
it ſelf from ſome other, and yet remain- I} 
ing both within the Church. 


Note bere ,, good Reader., tbar-the. Catholique 
 Diſputants never yet received, any anſwer 
from their Adverſaries to theſe Authori- 
Ties, ns ld ; 


I herein conſiſþs the pro- 
per Notion, or formal 
Reaſon, of Schiſme.. 


by both parts. py 
ION HS 


hath neither yet been proved, nor 

can poſſibly be conceived to_be any, 

other ;, then what we have pat in 

our Definition , viz. . Some: reaſon :40vol- 


Q FP thys ſaid exteryall furmality 


ving a voluntary ſeparation” of our ſelves -- 


from the whole true: viſible Church-of 
Chriſt, z ſerves for a moſt ſtrong confir- 
mation of the perfettion of our Definition,--- 
For if the ſeparation of ones ſelf be not ſuch 
a predicate as ths , in relation to Schiſme, 
ve' would gladly know what other ſongle 

0801 
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notion can there be nominated, whereim the 
efſenceof [chiſme conſiſts, ana from which 
this of ſeparation, @c. flows a proriety from 
anefſemial formality)? We beſerch jou ſa 
tisfie this aifficulty. = 

We will.lay-down that, which ſhall to- 
gether both» further refute-yours, and 
confirm our own definition , which we 
begin to do, by occurring/to your conti- 
dent perſwafion., That the formality 
which rendersan act Schiſmaticall cane: 
poſſibly be conceived to be any. other ( ſo:are 
Jour words ) then what you have put in your 
| definition, Viz. ſome: reaſon involving a V0- 
luntary ſeparation of our ſelves from the 
Catholique-true-viſble Chanch: of Chriſt. 
Thrs your conceit, that it cannot poſltbly 


be conceivedto beany other, ſerves (you 


perſwade your ſelves): for a moſt ſtrong 
confirmation: of the .perfe&ion-:of your 
definition. This if: we: nowrſhew other, 
then whatisin yourconception -and:deti- 
nition, then it'is not impoſſible. to be 
done,and:we ſhall alſo fatisfieyouin what 
you defire of us, though we-- confute. your 
definition; In brief then, theeſfential for- 
mality, or-formalis ratio, of {ſchiſmis ws 
HBCNAe 


The Notionof Sthifnrs. £91 
uncharitableneſs, which 6 aninjuians af 
of the Wall (elicite or imperate)-termina« 
ted to-the violhtion of the Bond and' Benefit 
of Beelfpafticall' external: Communion. 
Youhave'our fenſe; with humble ſabmiſ{. 
fion | herein- to! the” judgement of the 
Church, or of the more learned, We des 
fired'before to give, as weſaid:; as expli- 
cate and obvious a Definition, andas ful- 


.lyappſicableto the prattices of Schifm 


tiques; as. we could; and- becauſc'expli- 
cate, therefore-diſtin& Ml; 'and/declara- 
tive of its comprehenſion of alſ the kinds 
of-Schiſme. But now that you preſs us'to 
a more Metaphyſicall:Notton of its rats 
formal, weare content to try how you 
can- diſprove this now propounded:: 
which if \it-be-true (as we believe its) 
your formall reaſon'is not ſtich , but par- 
tiall ; and-your Definition bur partialf , 
and our Definitionin nothing+exrended; 
or ftreightned: by it , but. in effea- and 
equivalence of fenſe, in its_'differentia 
rostirntiva, the ſame. For, firſt, injurt- 
ons ſuch a&'cannot be, nor an a& of 
the Will; unlefs voluntary, andif it be vo-. 
lantary doing what: our definition met 
tions; it is alwayes an injurious violation 
| (clicite 
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(eliciteor imperate).of. the Bondand Be- 
nefit of Eccleſiaſtical external Commu- 
nion ; whether .in. the yoluntary. ſepara- 
ting. of our {clyes, injurious tothe Church 
and,to. our ſelyes, or in;theunjuſtand;ry- 


- raanicallthruſting; or caſting out, others 


from the Eccleſiafticall external, Commu. 


_ nion.. (more. or.leſſe) injurious to. thoſe 


others their fellow, members, and to.the 
Church, of, Chriſt : . Wherher- Zuferiowrs 
thruſting out; their Superiours ; which .is 
Ecclefieſticall Rebellion, or Sedition (as it 
is ſaid , 'Feremiah 29. 25, 32. Becauſe he 
hath. taught Rebellion. againſt the Lixd ) 
or Sperioprs unjuſtly thruſting gut their 
Inferiours,, both, theſe, contrary. to the 
Bond ang Benefit of Communion, in that 
which each part ought to ſupply and en- 
joy of the Communion of Subordination 
reſpectively in the whole Church, . Or, 
thirdly., Zqzals unjuſtly ( either with 
want of ſufficient caule alſo., or at leaſt 


. for want of ſufficient authority ,: which 


they unjuſtly take to themſelves, contra- 

to the order which is neceſſary tothe 
unity of the Church) thruſting, out. their 
Equals, and ſo. injuripuſly deſpoiling 
them of the Benefit of Eccleſiaſt icall 


Commu. | 


Commilnion': |and: contrary ro the Bond 


of Cottimiltion'of Cootdination;) which - 


rhe ara ove ro) Phewrme/ and the hand | 
tothe hbÞod21Herhatl ſeparates anytrue | 


* 


parti-68fom any:erac pare 'þf-cheBody, 
or fromthe-whole, is ſchiſtnarically inju- 
rious* to the unityand communion of the 
Body: Againſt this\Communion ofthe 
BodyirbSchifhe;:the Will offends either 
by awinmterngtHfeſteice A@onely, oralfo 
by awexternalliniperate AR added. bur 
fillwe:ſay the A&/oneor other , ister- 
minated'to-the externalFCommunion-of 
the ©harch /us here'vwe Expreſſe;and ſup- 
vg yep mars cents ane where 
we'ſpake '0fſepurating, 'of rhruſting 
otliers from'the Communion,which could 
not have:plate' but in 'the Communion 
extetnall.,'-So"alſo when we mentioned 
ſifficieft'Aghority!, iz. Eccleſiaſticall, 
Which hath?place'onely 5» ' extern "foro 
Feelefraſtith © Knd'alſo when' we come 
t6 fpeak of +out Detinition',, we have the 
right, which you have-uſed, of explaining 
our ſelves in' this or other particulars: 
The \fo#mal#etio';* which we'have here 
above fer: down”, agreeing in ſenſe with” 


the conſtitutive difference 'of our Defini- 


K tion, 


The' Notion of Solifive. 93 | 


tion, may yet.alſoagdin (for farther de> 
_ claration of; onr ſelt-famefenſe;in-orher 
wort); be. thus expreſſed: to you. i; The 
formality of Scbiſme-is this ; ;4# offence 
againſt that fpeorall -Enangelicalt Charity, 
whereby: every' member. u' obliged. to. all, 
carefully to eſchem the - wiolatian; of 'bhe 
Ontty and Communion of: :#Þ6. vale 
Church, oroef the ' Piiviledgt :andi Benefit 
ofrjeach Member. '( i itt 4- proper ptace) fb 
its being within that herexternab:Gommus 
10z. This is the ſame in ſenſe, as above; 
and fince we are now in hand; with yari- 
oully expreſling and: d&tharing: this one 
main;ichportart;Pount; the: formed, 34too 
.of Schiſme, whiciyoy-cancajve your have 
(and we'have proved:z youu have. not) 
comprehbended in your: Definitian,; that 
we may ſhew you.,. how we -ſtudy s 
ment/with. you., as for asipollibly-with 
trath we.can, we wilhhergtfet downg-with 
what onely-vaxiations, gven yaur Þefini- 
tion might for quierneſſe. fake have pal- 
ſed without our contradiction zi-As if you 
had faid thus, or to thiseffe&t, Sore 
75.4 voluptary thjurions ſeparatiosc of - an) 
one part. (ones felf,or other ) fropnghe Cotte 


wiarnion (holly. cv -im; pare) of the whole 
true| 


194 The'Notionof Stbifave: | 


.fkeit dhus ;\but that we may ſhew 
youphow we haveimedizated, and deſired 


tofindeihow to, like, -iF. we-con{d:,- what 
fay. * Avit is,. there is a\wide differ. 
exce betwixtus,-we have laid down, thae 


_ the formality of Schiſmeis an'offence, or 


breach, agaidft chat fpeciall Bvangelicall 
Charivy; -whereby. every member .i5:0b+ 
lipedto all; carefully to eſchew the vio- 
lation: of che Bond: and Benefit :of the 


-uaicy and communion of the whoſe viſi- 


ble Churcls, or of the ' priviledges and 
benefirs of :each: member (-in ics proper 
place) wics bemg within chat her exter- 
risH;communion; Here we have implyed; 
asin the other: deſcription. of. the: forma- 


 lity of Schiſme; Thar Schiſme is commit. 


red-by' dy one AR , that: violates the 
Bond and Benefit of Eccleſiaſticall exter- 
nall Communion; due to any other mem: 
bee irs its proper place in that Commu- 
nion; therefore alſo by Superiours to In- 
feriours', (whether by injurious Excom- 
munication, Interdi&, or Suſpenſion) or 
by Inferiours co Superiours, or Equals to 
Equals; This becaufe you deny, 'and we 

3 affirm, 
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ras wifible:(Cluonh of Chriſt; or of amy 
true go thereof. Not that we rem ws 
 wnill.ike 
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Lenſe diviſions(Tis ris dixioantes Torres) 


*p6 © Tb; Nothwof Sth;/We 


affirm, we will a lictle in-this place inſt 


to ſhew. VA SP 29-9 445 3% (8 Pd 4 whe W224E 
v/>Where St-Pagl faith;:2'Corimth.|li2; 


ver/18; 25, :Now'hart Gud {fot the meme 


bers; everyonein the it hath pleas 
fed him. The Eye cannot fay #0 the Hand, 
Thavenrneed of thee; and'the Head cans+ 


_ wot ſay tothe. Feet, I have no needof you: | 
but Ged bath 4empered' the Body together, 


that.'there -ſhoutd-be no Schiſme inthe: Bo= 


dy, but that the members ſhould. hazie-tht 
' ſame care one for another. Where St. Paul 


plainfy teacherh us, that the, members, 


not having the ſame care one for. att 


other, (as God hath placed each member 
in-the Body, whether they be:Superiours, 
Equals, or Inferiours) renders ſuch mem- 
bers guilty. of Schiſme: in the Body, and 
particularly he admoniſheth Superiours, 


(leſt rhe Schifme ſhould at: anytime-ariſe 


trom them) that the;Headcanhet fay.to 
the Feet, /havenome4. of iyou:;rand the 
Eye cannot ſay tothe Hand:, { haven 
need of thee. 

... Secondly, Romans 16. 16, 17. The 
Gharches of, Chriff ſalute \ you ' Now 1 
be(cech you, Brethrew, mark thoſe which 


and 


— *4 m_ PY my oy a acCc.oe.c.. ea 2... 7. 
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T he Nition of Schiſme:: 17 
and vffences contrary to theeDotrine which 
you hawe learned/\and avoid ther ; for they. 
that: are: ſueh, ferve mt our Lord; Feſus 
Chriſt: This Text,” both the evidence of 
the words and coherence ſhew: , and the 
interpretation: of: the Fathers declare;to: 
be: ſpoken of Schifmatiques :-;for -as Se» 
dition 1s1#1yomoie'in;; the State:;' fo. is 
Schiſme in;the Charch-,: and: from: this . 
#t,0ca7is inthe Text, thus confeſſedly to 
be underſtood, we thus reaſon. Suppoſe 
wea/while at leait, that folhe iPatriark, 
yea, orieven the Biſhop: of :Rome:himſelf, 
with thoſe that::agree with:him; (if you 
will) exconimunicates ſotne whole Coun- 
trey, or Countreys of Chriſtians unjuſtly, 
who -perſevere ini that- neceflarily-. (as 
they :ju for which ; he;exconmncates 


' them ubjultly ; and+be alſo perſevercin 


holding-thein ſtill ſeparated by his contip 
nued unjuſt Excommunication,;- here 15 
made'an evident-arid notorious rent , di- 
viſion; :and *S>yxoravie-tn the ; Church ; 
vihoſoever made it, are by. St Par in this 
Text, Rom1.16,16;17. arguedof Schiſme, 
inthe Fathers interpretation of this Text, 
and by the Apoſtle expreſly ſaid, xor to 
ſerve our Lord feſus Chriſt, For mark, 
£5426) " 34 faith 


rg8 The Notlon of -Schiſme. 
faith he, 5s aro/Grmc ,"6cc.,- Thoſe: that. 
wake the Diviſions; or thatrasſe the. Di+ 
Vifions: — 'you ; ſuch ſerve not our 
Lord Jeſus. | Here then-in this ſuppoſed 
cale , ſincethereis « diviſion , diſanion; 


and renting of the continuity-of the Bo. 


dy, which was before entire, there is ſured 
by aSchifme, of rent'in the Chureh ; and 
this muſt be-made by fome or other, and 
he or they that- made or cauſed it, are 
fchifmaticalt. But the 'acknowledged'in- 


- nocent Chriſtians ;''that are unjultly ex. ' 


communicated-( as-our Hypotheſis bere 
doth ſuppolei them) can in- no ſenſe be 


kid to have made,or cauſed the DiviGon, 


Therefore fuck: Patriarck ,''ovr even the 
Biſhop ' of: Rime; himſelf did: make ;, or 
cauſe, the Diviſion '/: (for:no(perſons elſe 
intervene in our Hypotheſis): and:conſe- 
quently fuch Superiout in ſfucb unjuſt Ex; 
— was IE | p whe 
:.-If ou reply,- but the Pope {who; 
haply you wil hoy is Head of theChureh) 
cannet ' poſfibly- excommunicare-whole 
Countreys unjuſtly, (whether he hach-oc 
no, will come to be conſidered in 'the 
queſtion it ſelf, viz. Whether the Papa- 
Cy , or our Countrey agreeing with' the 


L 


Church 
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Schifure) arid Rent whictrisbetwixtrhem) 
we' here Jultenerhac hots vagina Fromm 
ﬆ; and ſo-bhave that: as avRelerve to ſe. 
cure ou :/ That you in adhering to the 
3 in all 'bis'Excommunications: of ſo 
many: Churches; are-nor: ſchiſmaticall, 
beeaufeitlipimpoſiible' you ſhould be 16. 
Bar cell us ivhat you {ayin this by your 
next.” However bur|Argument alike pro- 
ceedsin gny-other Patriark, who , we be- 
lieve; you wittacknowledpe, may excom- 
MuanicarforewboleCouncrey; of: Chri- 
Rignuhjuftly : and then ſuppolehedo 
ſo; we have proved! he'doth ſchifnati- 
cally, and1er tis yefolorion of not ſtand: 
ap dnt rherdiy apginſbrhoCounes 67 
Agr ovens Ape Gtny)bewhiit 

it wilt; invthenw@b tafie Nehath confet: 
fedly made," 08 xaalet i367 orhober; Divit 
Gon and Rent iu"the: Church ; (for no 
drbericichic-eaſe:could} and confequent- 
'be is fehifmaticalt ; and /arots! wer the 
94d FOR?) Bit bus on belly ©1000 £009 

© Thirdly) Xtvis vir DoRtine of Sthifne: 
that ic"alf6 it Superiours unjuſt excom. 
Wunrcarion of the Brethren, ſeems to us 
$750f K 4 0: 


The Nation of Schiftit: 99 
_ Church-of /Eng/avdl jibe guilty of the 
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to berevideny, vfion 'out. Lords words ts 


St. PererguLac en: an 4.65) Matind 43} 
&c; The! Seryant; or Stewardihere;! (be 
it St. Peter there;to whom the Lord.ſpake 


| theſe: words ,. or any-facceſſour; oralſa 


any of his: Brethren). whom Chriſt -ous 


Lord makes: Ruler: over-hishouſhold; £q 


give; thein their portiomof meat: irv.due 
ſeaſon; if he ſhall begin to beatthemens 


 ſeryants and maidens, his fellow- ſervants 


in the- houſe; (whiles: himfelf-eats-and 
drinks druak with--the drunken) he that 
io falls: a beating; &c;;:tnay he not poiltz 


bly; and probably ſometimes:;ibeat ſome 


faithfull:ſervant-of them: olit:-of:.dqors; 
and that: poſſibly fire 5:beeauſethey will 
not in that-eating and: drinking: drunk 


communicate.with- the: ater wicked ſer: 
vants. and. ſuch their Rewards: ſet: ayer 


them 2 I1f.now that fieward will notal: 
low ſome- of: them- to; commuhicate any 
longerat all in that Houſe, unleſſe they 
will communicate in that: riotquseatin 
and.drinking, but beatthend yr /andi the 
them forth of dbors;.1s, or is got,'ſuch 
beating andthruſting out; Excortimuliica- 


ting or depriving - thoſe - faithfull fervants 


of that houſhold Communion; : which 
> 2 was 


I. - 


[ ue, ys + | ; p 1 N X 
= -1& -& - FE 


WE. 


2 
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or renting of: Cheiſts Houſhold?.Oris ic 
another ſfinonely;, and 'not atallany cri- 

inall-renting-of Chriſts Houſhold by 
Schiſme? oh, ooh 
... Fourthly, what is 449u=,, Schiſme, hut 
a Rent of the unity and continuity. (as it 
were of-that; Body which, befaxe was;en- 


fire.) Now;thas none ſhould. be guilty of 


wounding. by .dwiding:,,"or,' criminally 
renting.chat Body; which before was en- 
tire, but onely that member which cuts 
off it ſelf ,, and not that which cuts off 
others, many-more and more excellent 
members then. it ſelf ,: (for all-this often 
happens in a Superiors unjuſt excommy- 
nication.of others) js unreaſonable and 
unnaturall to averre. If any one, whoſe 
office it is. to judge of living and dead 


| Members, ſhall.cut off any dead member' 


from the Body , he. doth: nothing. bur 
what. ſuch member , placed in fuch place 
in the Body ,- ought todo, and. what is 
profitable to the whole Body.: But if he 
ut off many living and ſound members of 
the Body, is he not moreinjurious to the 
unity of ;the. Body , (which unity of the 
Body; $t., Pail. makes his reaſon » WHY 
01s 'KS5 Schifmes, 
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was their due, aicriminal. At of Schiſme, 
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Schiſimes muſt be avoided, Epbef: 4.3;4, | 


5, 6. # Cor. 12, 12; 25.) thety if he cur 
off himſelf." And if he-cur off any one 


living member of the Body; he isinjur | 


ous to the unity of the Body , and rents 
that voluntarily and unjuſtly, which be- 
_ If by this time-we bave ſhewen, that 
the format reaſon 1s ſuch, as includes theſe 
alſo, which unjuſtly excommunicate '#nd 
ſeparate others from the Churches Com- 
munion , (as we believe we have) then 
there were no Phileſophy in ſaying to 


another, That when any unjuſt Exeom-' 


munication , Interdidt, &e. is denomine- 
ted fchiſmaticall, the nnjuſt-Excommunt- 
cation, &c. is to the Schiſme , oney as-a 
piece of wood isto an Image, For eve- 
ry one doth know, that the wood is the 
matter onely, the artificial} figure made 
to repreſent ſome one, is the form of that 
which is denominated Tmage. Sembla. 
bly whereto, voluntary ſeparation of -one 
part from the whole: Body of the vifible 
Chureh of Chriſt (which was at firſt all 
your Pefinition of Schifme) is-but the 
wateriale of Sehiſme , and confequiently 
net our inftance of unjuſt Bxcommun: 
| cation, 


-Be 


My 


ſ 


by -Ghtanhuotgm v roi pe rg 
ond and.benetic.of rms tn go 
union, rhe form of. vs RG de- 


Exam 
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. The formal _ mY Schiſme is deli- 
word by __ in three different places, that 
L ſuppoſe”, /ufferently under- 

Pod : #5; ond remrembred 6 the Auditors. 
The two firſt Conceptions fr are the very 
fame ; the third ſomething aierent y, we 


"will exannne them all. 


. 708 ſoy Pag- 21. the eſſential formas= 
liey,0r formal ratie,of Sehiſoe , is thag 
anchatitableneſſe ;, which is an.injurions 
AR ofthe Will. (elicite or imperate) ter- 
Minatedto the violation of the Bond and: 


Penetit, of Ecclcliadlicall externall Com- 


Mien: hes Yor: Againſt" this for- 
n_—_ ww gn; Fixft, it ſcents: 
ta: 


264 W212 w Arif = 
70 vs obſcure; and 'fo* { wrote He 
'# ſelf) needs t farther af] ala 

-aclroery.” of x Z4t 4 ape 


de'o 
cd fb Boa op fere vidla 


ieb Mloietor kg UHOLntO16"þ £06 
obedience'and reſignation to breakeff that 
violation, and reſtore again the pet ſon in- 
| #3 #f to bas- ferme+ CHAIRS. 
hos #8'ſpallbe commanded by bis laifull 
Suptrionrs t# Hefit = Oryon near i'com- 
plete abſolute, entire, and obſtinats viola- 
zion, continued by the violatour, even when 
he ts lawfully commanded: by hu Superi- 
nr 20 ceaſe from ute "If the later" ontly, 


you'ſay #0 more. thin "what we bave"al- 


ready aſſerted , and" what # evident #6'be 
S chiſme. For ſuch a violatour , by con» 
remning and reeling the Tawfull: com- 
w1aras of bus legall Smperionrs, breaks and 
+emnts bimſelf, from- thewhote Churth, and 
fofalls under our Difiniton Tf the fortmer 
alſo. which ſeems to he your meaxing by 
your enſuing {lluſtrations and/Prodfs, you 


appear #0 we, both to ſpeake* anmproperly 


{which ts not allowable. in expreſſions” of 


formal} reaſon ;) for thats Jaid oneby to 
Ge a viclation of any thing, which yntively 
ang 


"wall F#Uſow 15 obſcure, becauſe 


LUC Tr_rTTrsry cc, 


The Nin vf Sehifms, 365 
-and wiltimantely deftr oyerit i" and'to deliver 
a falſe formality of Schiſme. 3x6" we al 
Fre profontly> Serenity; "Thy your \for- 
appFads 
ot from the" preciſe wirde , whether yow 
: entendhin "theſe wirds, Of che Bond. aid 
Benefit of Eccleſiaſticall*exrernall Cofri. 
-munion: p08 ina ne png oncly; or Miſs" 
FY dz7nr) Hive fenſe; that #, thit fo'be 
hi. iemmſt'be + viofarin of both; rhe 
0446 -and the other ; 'or of | either of thews 
apart,” Sothat the particle and*relaterto 
-ovolation ; that ts ," that Schiſme's termi- 
nated 10 a violation'of theBond+, and t0 
"a viotation' of the Benefit vf bxternail 
Communion. alſo', when the Bond" s' not 
violated. Now this latter- you dechits 
bhereafter- ſufficiently to be your meanin 
both when; in your -other ehrefſion of the 
formall reaſon of Schifme , Fg ſay, oy 
22. A violation of the Unity and "Com. 


' munion of the vidbte Church: .or of the 


Peirihage's _ Benefits'of - each member, 
23. That Schiſme is com- 
ed wi what er by injurious Exeommu- 


nication, (which violates in your ſenſe 
the nn: -or Suſpenſion ,»bich 


Cay enely vieluie ehePriviledge; > __ 
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fits of external Commence 4 4ud ot the 


Bonder fete... IJ >y 
Theſe ſenricies, thay © 


Fo a0. 4 MO expoſtion, 
cinft this your tormall 
hard Jos to mean by vi0- 
ont F Tok > complect and conſummate 


wie/gtion,, as. we have ea lained.is-,' and 


ichall any incenpleat ext [achordinate rain- 
aven of rheſa:d. Boyd, Gr. <rdly Bead 
axd Benefit we. dere th _ & as- 
gACY A 4 ige 

may hy ooh vr + the = 1 
Schiſme.is; committed 1 gainſt.; this ſenſe 
bo nerf neg/oner a en/h- 


F "gr , We orpſe the plain We 

Z theſe 'boly.. Ancient Fathers , whom me 

ve vited. in our laſt, Paper tu confirmud- 

ten. of wr Dejawtion 4 bofay het cre 
Schiſme foparetes' the Scbiſmitiqne 

he whole vifible Church: < fre 

ll Schiſmatiques are 4s truly. ont of the 

wiſeble Church ; as Heretiqnes are + wivcb 

according to thi Jour formall reaſon, a 
wot be trftenr Far: opemay- injuriouſt Ae 

Five anther y] ſows: boner of #he Bond of 


xteruall 


1 _—_ Hh. rhe. te thes engnds nh | 
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yore Communion \ 5 nas by #04- 


Wks Netps of _ ”— | 


vifible Chureh i: gh we have. | 

reaſons brought "acainf Jour okay 

ue: ob of aw unjuſt Exrommunicatonr 
mer y oo and Whichi you Cambr 
nlterſt ave; rhat 
be male fon 16-9 aifble Chon 20253 
"We eppofo #ho-pratiice of the 
Ancient Chareh - For,” as Bazonius nes, 


ſoftome, Epiſt. >. ex 5. Tom.5.. opera 
ejus. Extat. etiam Sm, z. "Bp Rom. 
Pontif: po Innocene. *Epift: 46d. Sainr 
Chepionns rib us entius;' rao 
eeaing. for hoſe who had apt wok 

ly, int er, 2 + Suafit mitius:agere ad- 
verſus Canonum proculcats neabPo. 
clefix Communiane oh periculgmuaniver.- 
falivin toro ovbe' confland} \Schiſmnatis, 
60s ' | -'iſf<d expettar; # forts reſs- 
piſcant, | Ho'p pevſwaded bins, hat be wut 
deal move hdty with the defpiſers of rhe 
hety Canons, thay he wonld wit rxpell thene 


ſon of the Hanger of ' any +" 


"208 .\T he Notion of. $thiſme. 
- throughout the whole world; but that be | 
-would\expeFt, to ſee if they. would. haply 
repent. \And it apprars, they were no more 
Schiſmatiques at. that time eftcemed by 
-Innocentius then \Se. Chryſoſtome. wats 
becauſe Innocentius admitted. chem both | 
equally. to (ommunion : which bad not been ' | 
Jawfull, as appears by the. proceeding of | - 
\Felix-and tbe. Rowan Conncil 4 the 9; . 
Acacius Biſbep "of. Conſtantinople ;. who | , 
, 
4 


ting with Heretiqunes was deprived of Cons- 
-wwnion'; and not onely he; but alſo the 
Apeſtolicall Legates ſent to him , Vitalls 
. and, Miſerins gl for » communnicating with 
him. Liberat; cap, .18-;;:Lom. 2. Concil. 
.in Felice 39: Nicephorus lib. 16-cap-17, 
Martyr. Roman. 8. Februarii. Gelaſius 
Epiſt. 11..ad Dardanum. -Evagr. lib. 3. 
_—_— DV mno. 7 119 

2 Thirdly ;: We oppoſe your: Definitionof 
Sochifane to 1hj yawr formiall reaſon ; which 
thi: | Schiſme isany. voluntary renting, 
'or ſeparating our ſelves, or without ſuſfi- 
Lent -authority, without ſufficient cauſe, 
£parating and thruſting . others, what 
Jes in us , or alſo- cauſing, following, or 
allowngany.of fach atorefid ſeparati- 


Qns 
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- fromthe} ", + pant; Pap md 
ne. DAY) OE CANT 3: QROTANY. Frye 
one \ought- to ſupply .towards. other/of 
Communion, whether. of Coordination, 
or Subordination1reſpeRively;:: Now. we 
demand, what word, ot: patiicle 1 uhere-in 
this Definition, which include: nwitletion 
of the Priviledgi aud" F1 t nefit \f?; exch 
member (inits proper place) in its being 
within hiy (the © hurches) external ( anpr 
munion, 45 duqurtt fromthe violetsanof 
the. Bond of Camiwyniow'it ſelf ; ſwchias 1 
"AY nufs. Syſpenſion., "Op \ Interdilt, <0 
which. ou. cemprizd txpreſiy\ 11 this your 
Formall reaſon, pap. 23. ard. with wich 


"tbe Bond of external Communiun ſtands 


Mnvielatid, ar all know ?. If therifore: you 
cannot Hefign\ ariy. ſnob particle in your 
Definition (as we-aſſmre' onr. ſelves you 
£annot ) you muſt eithir acknowledge, that 
your Definition i not perfett , as not con- 
taining the whole Formall reaſon of the 
Definitum., or that the /ale- vielwtion'of 
the. Benefit, 4ndiner.of the Band of. exter- 
nall Communion,ts not a part of the For- 
wall reaſon of Schiſme. | 
Fenrthly , We oppoſe the Novelty wy 
thes 


16/7 3y0u7'formall: cor lg _ aud 
require ofi gow ro Herd 2 Pe Ab 
this, Hwoient or Mo #3 Go iP nv, 
who have five u fireball orion; 'or for- 
onal —_— bra yon ter 
be fole/Benefitef extemyarll Com: 
week pet Bond vr." /edf folly om aining 
yore ; id comprixing wwler ie Huw 


enifion';  Interditt, 5 "a v% As you at 
fowl e yoars does : apd if' this cannot 
Kew Þ yo 


, it will ;mon-ye/in, of 


worn eb, "that" anorgft fo many rhow- 
fands of learned 0, ym wherrof\ buve 
expreſly: treated” of Sehifofies, 3 0ue anhd 
tuve mniderſtoud OED 3he* formal reaſes, 
re ms. 


.- Fifthly ;: rs-uvl agtþ Mobeprioy of 


 Bebrfme, et ByeakFed :Þ phre-we br 
you this Conference? arti ip hendlarave were 
—_—_ dut6\by rhe whole” Auditory: 
ac of Tobiſa mo; or ® viſually ta 
os both in the Aotient Fathers" and uppro- 
od! Anthers on both ſides,” and lately i 
9; Hammond, viz. writs proper fir 


br ok 01 its dp feinFt notion | for that: hore" 


ſome of Feline: which the Fathers 
; 1), 15 greater then rhe fm of Traditien's 
the holy Bible to Hedtheni chew Iblacry, 


Sacrt- 


Eels, T4V Jared = Ms Harefe, | 
{ar mark. ndiguatian; { og 
kJ IE: en, Fc. 
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bs. bug: Book: of Schifme.,.. Bag. 67810. 


in. u#hs, ang noobcr  JaFe ok \ne 
treetca it; And. ſo. liged anboth fides 
10-17eat if in, her, ſavet bus, ANoag8 


rational men will fay., t , that:.@ Biſhop, ixe 
jureenfly [+ endo ſeme;Prieft.of his Dic- 
tefle,,0r anjufhly into difting Jang! Pegs, 
j (Cov mnnny. be”) hs Refeeprich,, 
wits a bn; wrſe ohew Jeokatry, ISycrs des 
Parbicias.s © & bad 46 an: Heretique, b 


CENTES 48. Aut 66 


te row! 


bis lawful {war pg Ne ne 
Sixahbly, We oppoſe, even. ani 
the icarpleat .vielation. of the Bond. 
Cormm:weuon, 0) uinſh; of duyrerions,.. Ex 
nikon ending Cle us 
F , AUS 
a»d ever heve bed, of this horrid fonne of 
_ we, inits proper and ſirift. arception ; 


whic 


| adobe Sebjve 22 


$i The Notimof Schiſme. 
which & ,"rhat' Fvery one. who @' guilty of || 
Schiſme #6" Sehiſmatique ;'* and "that | - 
Schiſmatique's' 's "tem conradiftind' co ||-* 
_ Catholique. "Thus "1748 it mwnderſtood in ; 
the time of the" Novatians, Donatiſtt, , 
Meacians , Enuciftrians; '& 0." among Y 
"all - the * Cathotique | DoBonvr” of | \thiſe | * 
"ayes | And wi require, that'any Ancient | © 
"Farbiy, or Orthodox Anthor be produced, | * 
who ever-uamed any Schiſmatiques, whom d 
They efkeemed Catholiques'; or termed any 
Catholiques, whileft they remained-Schif- | © 
Tnatiques *: which notwithſlanding you 
muſt athnowledge to br true in your opini> | © 
o%.- ' For ſtring the imperfet# violaton of | 1: 
the Bon of external \ommunion, (ac- | © 
cording to you) in an. imurons Excommus | 1 
nitation of others, ſeparates not the nn;uſt | _* 
Excommunicdtir from theexternall Con: h 
wuniow of the viflble Church ; be ftill re- | ® 


mains a true member of the vifible(hurch, | Fo 
und within her external Communion : (| be 


e-fnd" therefore is, and\ ſo may'br truly] 
filed a Catholique'; aud" yer whileſt h Ge 
remains thus atrue Catholique, by bis ww {| 1 
Juſt- Excommunication be becomes guilty >" 
of Schiſme (according to you) and by 
that as chiſmatiqne * {o that at the ſame} 
crime 
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£0:68\.4; true: phofe 


Chriſtian, x ſe &s 44: impaſſible «46 
Catholine.gt the ſametime-: which truth 


«A 


—_ 


$ranoſft exaphatically delivered by St. Au- 
-Sultine,, Tom. 3.. De. Fide & Symbolo, 


.utique Catholicam....Nam & Heretici & 


* | Schiſmatici-congregationes ſuasFccleſias 
,vocant;: ſed |Heretici de Deo falſa ſeriti- 
4 | -endo iplam fidem | violant ; Schiſmatici 


, | autem diſciſſionibus iniquis a fraternZ 
-. | cbaritate diſſilinnt, quamvis ea credunt, 
©; | quz"credimus. *Quapropter nec Hereti.. 
cus pertinet ad Eccleſiam Catholicam, 
quoniam non. diligit Deum , nec Schiſ- 
f maticus, quoniam non diligit proximum. 
S We bclieve (ſaith this holy Father) the 
' | holy Church, ro wit;, the Catholique. 
, | For even Heretiques and Schiſmatiques 
'f-term:their Congregations Churches :-but 
j, | Heretiques by ways falſe things of 
4 God, violate. the faith, and Schiſma- 
| tiques refile , or go back, from fraternall 


things which we believe : wherefore nei 
ther belongs an Heretique to the Catho- 
JELLY lique 


Schiſwatique';:which according 29 all 
Hereique and's 


/ 
; 


.Charity, althoygh; they | believe thoſe * 


Py ” 


5t4 ha IgAR. 
tive Church; becauſe hooves not God, 
nor # Schifmatiqne, becauſe hp loves wor | 
His > 'T IP Baie Auguſtine. | - 
Where hy [ayes in baprefſe. terms Thar « 
Scbinar tel m mo More '1ovhe Carb. 
ro te hew wr Hereriqur + But 
brig s we" rd vie Cachiolique 
EBPAD fo Fog ab be DeDwfs wht 10 St, Cahn- 
ages Hark bb revinied w'true Cantio- 
dt bay formal: reaſorr of 
ſme, Oral ry Sehiſmatique' 12be 
rermed a Catholique, is mt atrar for- | 
mal reaſts of Sei me Bl 


| S Th * Nytohere:; that we have not reoeued any th 
 4ired. &n(wer po theſe Reaſons, yet the Þ .. 
 Adverſaries proſecute "the Notion of 


I Y Set tjme itt rhe manitcy following. | ; 
| P. 2. my 


Our fourth\Propofition., thatsin the | -:;; 
fiſt and third Þ ropofitior was ſaid; Fhat | -;.: 
Schiſme (as'all: he ſin): when commit. | dls 
ted deliberately, knowingly; agaimit con. | fin 
ſcience, rs alwayes criminalþ andmortall, | 4g 
and deftruRtive of falvation : ſo when it is | 4ga 
| Scommitred, compared with other fins, | bou 
itis of a-rranſcondenchiph maligniry and chic 
guilt above moft: others fins: Where nels 


"ewere 


TR Tle-Nett of Scbifier. 2Is F 
'twere obvious and eakie to heap up, out | 
of che Ancients ,.cadle 3a apts Fay Bur 
|| bat having been dope already a 

PN ey re: Hci 
| we will omit. ſuch Citations ,.;and 
| aches to demonſtrate.it , @; p7iovs, 
nyc is, when, 1o commited gt we. oy 

deſcribed, of. fo tranſcende 
and malignity ; briefly for theſe 6:0 


4 4 frigy.. | 


| by C: 3- 
Yo are. eapach out is th Fon CE 
this Propeſotion, viz. (asall other fig 3). for - - 
a Fenmall fins byreafut: of the =_— '7 | 
y || the matter; of 1 ma); he. Committed. deli | 
Je ratelf khnewingdy,; againſt conſcience. — | 
Jj ts thereby. become #0 cr40mall' and mortall | 
Sms nies of ſane x. as all-D- | 
vines key. t 
ie 33 ©: | 


q His palin is; | 


« We "TO 2 


| Toi of ai: ECD 
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C:2get 
— bis fir red Fe) gs deliberatd 


iſe 110 i rk; thin are m 
wits whith ork. aghinſ# "Hh 
of our neighbour; 'ahtH-ſU'provts Wot ; 
_—_— Schiſmie is' 6 x traniſcenduhe 
high-malignity and- Ste above moſt 

Sis ſins wh: "Ol err to # (hg 


P23 42515 for Rand 4 ling. ons 


_ And ſecondly; "Becauſe not - onely 

| againſt! che chiefeſt, (h. e. )- the" fpirituall 
«- 'goodof this or that particular\neighboy, 

| buc.uſually (yea, alwayegin- ſomedeprie) 


-Þ 


*neighbouts\,' (for he*chareuts offi -6ne 
lively member by manifeſtly injurious ab- 
ſeiſfion, fins 'againft the Body and Com- 

munity alſo) as they are moſt-happily;'by 


fociated: togetheri«'m - that Commiimnit 

-and Society ;  whichis far the? moftexce 
ten, ſapereminent, and durable'in: the 

world: againſt the Church, asa'Charch; 
a itinits Unionand Communion in 
EteneR $oSdl and ftricteſt' band” 'and 
firmeftifoun of all ſociety; in the 
may leading it to eternall happineſs ; anl 
as 


WPirirwalr, 60a | 


againſt Community.;"6r Society" of our 


Gods great tnercy, grace, and calling, aſ- 


, as it /is utiited alſo-in/ communion: and 
unity with 'the 'gtorious ſociety 'of 'the 
with God himſelf ;' and «with Chriſt the 


| Sonof*God."' + i 

of Da 7 HON 
- Yonr ſecond Reaſon, we aumit *not ," af 
applied to the nnjuſt Excommunication of 
others : -For "the Aepriving wrongfully the 
Charech of the commugion of ſuch a mem- 
ber, bythe power of ſome Prelate,who lives 
full in the v4ſrble communion-and unity of 
rhe Church, and ready. to receive again 
\ | that excommunicated. perfor, when he ſhall 
ri beeffeitnally commanaed 'to receive him; by © 

ef bis lawfwll Superionrs, "hath no more of 
- | true Schiſme in it, then the depriving the 
i- | Commonwealth wrong fully of ſome loyall 
y | 41d profitable . member by "unjuſt baniſh- 
(. | ment, by power 'of ſome high Officer, or 
ry | Yiceroy, reaty'to.recall him again from ba- 
1 miſhment ;" ſo ſoon ' 25 he ſhall be commanded 
he | &y the" Chief Minfiftrate td do it, hath of 
h-. | Rebellion and Seaition, Though therefore 
in | this unjuſt baniſoment be a wrong done both 
ind | 70 the perſon baniſhed, and to the Common- 
chell wealth deprived of ſo good amember yet 
\nd | n0-Anthor calls it Sedition , bur Oppref- 
as. L ſion; 


\ 


; 6 3 . * | > doen | yy ; Ia" 
Thi Notion of Sthiſme v1 © 
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fion;. v7 Rebellion., bur Tyranny z. /o., 


though the likg wrong be done by this unjuſt 


Excommunication, both to the party ex=" 


x 
f 
oF 


communicated, ang.to the Charch deprived. 


of ſo true a member , yet no man can right= 


ly term it Schiſme, b#t Spirituall Ty-. 


ranny, #:d high oppreſſion. Seeing there- 
bodied _ holy F 953. , and 
other Authors cited by us in the ſecond 
Chapter ,. all- proper. Schiſme us a. Spirt- 
txall Sedition of Rebellion, againſt 
the viſible Church and her Prelates, b 
thoſe, who having been before lawfull Sub- 
gefts , it ts not every wrong which is done 


to the Charch and her M4 embers , even. 


in ber Communion with them, which makes 


Schiſme,but ſuch onely,where there is found - 


a ſeditions and rebellious party, flanding in 
open oppoſiticn and defiance of the Church, 
and her Communion, and raiſing a new ſt- 
parate Body amongſt themſelves, indepen- 
dent of her, under the appellation of Chriſti- 
ans; and deſtroing the unity of the Church, 
and making a diviſion againſt her. 
P 


5. 
Thirdly, becauſe it diſunites the ſoul 
of the divider, or Schiſmatique, from that 
God and that Chriſt, in regard of its per- 
A Wy feReſt 
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feeſt union ; the underſtanding being 
ents by wo. To know- 
- remembring- and meditating .on 
him :the will by etuſt and hope, but ita | 
cipally by love. Diſunited therefore is the 
aderftanding by want 'of knowledge, by 
infidelity, by herefte, or by forgetting of 
God i thewill by ungodlineſſe, unrighte- * 
ouſneſs ſchiſme;and inordinate love.Now 
Schiſme”{s-the' violation of that ſpeciall 
love,” which Chriſt came. into thEworld' 
ſpecially to eſtabliſh (the love eſpecially 
of the houſhold of faith) by his new Evan- 
gelicall law'of love. 4 new commandment 
five I nnto you that ye love one another:h.e, 
7e his diſciplesove his diſciples , and ſuch 
all true Chriſtians are; and of ſuch is the 
Churches Communion made up. | 
Your third reaſon of disuniting from God 
the Underſtanding, Will, &c. even in this 
love of Church Commuition , &c. if by 
Communion you underſiand Unity , we 
admit; if it be a full and compleat deſtru- 
ion of love of that Communion, or Unity: 
But this can never happen by force of a 
ſole unjuſt excommunication , as we ſhall 


preſently ſee, | 
* L 2 P. 6. 


ul 
M 
h, 


220 *' DT; RY pron 
Nor may you objeſt, On precendehis 
ſuperfluous for us. to a4 :yousf; 
for we prove it moſt material] oh iþe] faid 
hereto you; Firſ; becauſe alicheloxhgee 

Reaſonsof the tranſcendent -and-hai 
guilr of Schiſme, .(which youcangot.bu 
acknowledge to: be true reaſons thereof ) 
when committed, as aforelaid;o astiyly 
_ agree, to the properly formally-,:mank 
feltly unjuſt cutting 0 off the live.members 
of Chrilts my ſtical body,(eſpecrally when 
whole Churches are ſo injurionſlycutioff) 
which. you would: exeuſe from Schiſine, 
though condemn-as tyranny, and we con- 
demn as formal ,.crimina};-and mortal 
- Schiſme allo , as they do: toſhim, that vo- 
luntarily ſeparates himſelf from the true 
viſible Church of Chriſt, OR 1s your 
onely ShilmariqueF. « | 
C. 7. ws ods 2a 5 
We deny your Parity , and Your pſ 
quence drawn from it. For cutting off an- 
ether by unjuſt Excommunication, includes 
init formally no ſpirituall Sedition , 2101 
Rebellion, ard {6 xo proper Schiſee.," but 
ſeparation of ones ſelf (-whereaf we. now 
ſpeake ) from the whole C hurch , includes 
" formally 


formal) ofneh>Sedition; axd Rebellion; 


| andeberefernys aver: Sthuſwies. 


rout gf. 5: 12:059e TG UN5612,, | 

-aSecondly;: becauſeithoſe threeReaſons 
now: given (which1you; cannot but. ac- 
knowledge to;/be. true; ).! doe! evidence, 
that your: .often.aſligned formall reaſon 
qfrfckiſme; viz Contempr of| Catholtqae 
Gomwuilion, (witch Conterppr:you inter- 
pretito;be:(gmething; which is not. found 
ima properly,: formally , and manifeſtly 
unjuſt: Excommunication. of others , a 
ſach}.z45 to@-narrow ameaſure, whereby 
you let paſſe by, and: eſcape from all guilt 
of Schiſiney 2 great:and.bainoufly guilty 
—_—_ of _ iſcnatiques. 

< Ws lene of om: formal 
reaſon of/Sclafine wv thincia tt 5: flip any. 
one £rifeg fi (proper: Sebifave,: 4s Schiſin 
2a treated byrthe douly, Eathens : aud Jo Open 
ly<ſay: ing nat. here:, lk ih 1s F200 
Wwe an, . 
wo ba lth "oF 

n -Nowahdſo Reaſons do ew. that no 
enely contempt of:Eatholique Commus 
nion; but alliwedtof the truth of love of 
Catholique Communion, the want, we 

y- 2 fay, 


| Fn Flt mY 


*% 
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- fay, not onely. of ſome | 
the truth of the love of, -1n"men-pro-- 
feſling Chriſtianity ; whether ic be from 
contempt of it, 'or from'hatred of it,-or 


eavy of it , or" loving ''it leſſe} then 
ſome worldly. honour , dominion, plea- 


_ fure, 'or profit, ( whereas" we'are not? 
faid uſually to contomne+ all things,” 
which . we envy, or- love -feffe-:then/ 
ſomewhat , that we- injurioufly pre- 
ferre)'all want, we'ſay.,” again; 'of 
the. truth of the love of Catholique' 
Communion', proceeding to'ah :a& eli- 
cite or imperate- of-::violation;; 'or le. 
ſion, of externall Eccleſiaſticalli'Com- 


munion doth, as'itruly /agd alwayes- 


evince ſuch finne againſt Catholique 
Communion to be Schifme.,” as Con- 
tempt. of it doth : yea ; we-adde, that: 
yet you may be pleaſed: with us, com- 
ing up cloſe to you, to joyn in that 
ifſue, which , you fay, you do defire; 
Such want of the truth of the love of 
Catholique Commmunion , and not con- 
tempt of it , doth cevince- ſuck violation 
of extefnall-Catholique Communion, as 
doth proceed from it, to be alwayes Mor- 
call Criminall'Schiſme.:: 

C, 9. 


deprots, but of 


ainſt 'the lanf1 of big Ee- 
Treficall Siperiours ; from. Cathelique 
Communion and Uni 53, if, he-. did not really 
 andtruly-love.it ?. Fil therefore you der 
minſtrate that: ſuch a ; Prelare bath. 10 -Fx46e 
ries regard , \: OY C4re "als No wanſerve 


(wi 


_ never fallow from the ſole ma- 


ler 44. unjuſt. E xcommunication of | 
Cannes COnVince,, that he-wants 


mupion nd Hf. you 
ce mane Yo th wk love of Gatho- 
Ligue oo es ſþ-withthe 
Enuth of the love of Catbolique Uaity:, you 
_ deceive your ſelf,” when. you ſays that it © 
alwayes 4 praxima.diſpoſitioto Schiſme:: 


For an excommunicated perſon, by" A'juſt 


E xcommunication,. who remains » for along 
time ehſtinately nnder Excommunication, 
way be truly [aid toOwant the truth of the 
love of Catholique Communion, it that 
ſenſe wherein you ſeem. to: take it \,bhaf 19, 
as Commun ts diſtivgued from Vuity, and 
get he ts neithe®$chiſmatique-, ner in an 
ummeaiate diſpoſition tobe a Schiſmatique : 

and the reajon ts, that though he want = 
trut 


in Catholique communion and unit), - 


w a (Ip * of be 4 - 
FFF w PR Fr CRT c 
"EOS . 
- 
- 
- 
* 


a The Nai ——_— 
> ſeparate himſelf og an wniverſall Rebellion . 


; "And when A EG, we do 
ſay of hens of. rhe truck of the - 
or louque C ommunio (as 
FN 20a empr:0 of it) A is 6 far- 
mal ratio of Sc -hiſme. Fonhagh, it may 
be wichc je Sphi me, (in that many men 
May want: the,trath of Re EL of Cathe- 
ligue Communt:s.,. have a 
will toſeparate themſe Hr fe the ex- 
terpall. Communion,, ,Or in jurioully to 
thruſt, ox,.cur off others from ir:) ar 
Schiſme may. be 4 it; .2{z,. fu 
Schilne, {PSS s from the ſinful 
want - mos _ due:and. bounden degrees 


| of the, laveat Catholique \Cammuniog, 


bus not from.. the want. of the truth 
of. Love ,of. Catholique Communion, 
WE have. before prone. 4nd "i in- 
tances Hom ons elves; that there. may 
be ous Schilme 1m fore abuſed herions, 
L 5 wa) « ram 
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: er gs whe aig oo 


may lod; 


truth of the- love of: Catholiq ne Com 


 munion; however the Weds 'defeRive 
in ſome degrees: How be it,, no mor- 
tall and criminall Schiſme can be with- 


Our it}, viz. without 'the'watit*of' the 


true love of Catholique' Communion; 
nor Schiſme , if from that root , can be 
otherwiſe then mortall atid criminall ; 
nor any' Schiſme at all , wichout ſome 
defect of ſome degrees of the love of 
Catholi ique Communion. 
c 6-24; oh 

We deny, that any S w me YEN 
( 4s Schiſme i underſtood by the holy Fa- 
thers ) "Can c conf »fft #ith the truth of the 
Love of Ca 


before objefted to. you ) though you could 
prove #s formall Schiſmatiques in ſome 
true ſenſe, according to your Principles, 
yet t wonld not , follow , that- we were 
crimwmall,” mortall Schiſmatiqunes :- and ſo, 
notwithſtanding. that light $ chiſme/, we 
night be ſaved, © - P. 10. 


ge WA Miercin he © 


olique-Communion :' a#d 
if ſuch Schiſme can be , then (which we 


DBRAape7 3  z=z ww he a... oe. Ae. Goo 2 


- Therefore-in«our . aſlignation. of the 
| formalz ratio of Schiſme, though wede- 


livered it thirteen. ſeverall wayes of ex- 
prefling our ſelves, yet wedid notdeliver 
_ 4t tabethat, Thewart of the truth of the 
love of Catholique communion , nov could - 
-we have done it with truth. : But accord- 
ing to-us:;, the: formalrsratio of '*chilme 
was that :#ncharitablenefſe , which is an 
injurious: att of the Will ( elicate or ime 
perate) terminated to the violation of ex» * 
reruall Ecclefiaſticall Communion , ar, 
(which 3 all one) to the violttion of, the 
bond and benefit of Ecclefiaſticall: exter- 
vail Commumon. Now all ancharitable- 
xeſſe is not neceſſarily the want of the 
truth of Charity , but of ſome degrees 
of it :. for all fin alſo. not-mortall, is 
ever from ſome defect in love. Second- 
ly, the want of ſufficient love of Catho- 
lique Communion: is alwayes the cauſa 
_ proxima, though not the formalss ratio, 
of Schiſme. Thirdly, the want of ſuifi- 
cient Tove of Catholique Communion, ts 
alwayes the cau/a proxime, though nat 
- the formats ratio of Criminall Mortal 
Schifm "oi | c 
; » Is 
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Whats: hereſlid, is eiher a Es al. | 


ready, <-uakky anllipagaief PRES ; 


And A Gary nf alſo, wejwho 4 


do affirm againſt you-, That not |onely 
.contempr - of Catholique Communion, 
| -buc aifoall want of the truth of the'love 
-of .Catholique Communion, rendersthe 
violation of Catholique Communion cri- 


 --minalland mortallSchiſtne,as. wellas the | 


contempt .of it : yet-we advertiſe you, 
dy. nar you-can with truth call the 
mft..of- Catholique Communion, 
-according to. your Principles, the fermatis 
ratio-Of - 
of Schiſme cannot be withouc Schiſme; 
nor: Schifme, without its formats: ' yario. 
But there may. be contempt (which is firſt 
and principally an-a&. of the:Heart) of 
CatholiqueCommunion, 'where the cqn- 
remner-doth: -not- voluntarily ſeparate 
himſelf from -che- whole true viſible 
Ebarch ;-{ which. is your definition iof 
Schilme.). For a'man may-rominue to 
hve inthat'which he contemns{? Aperſbn 
may deſpiſe thoſe with-whom; und char 
Jociety in which he doth continue uhily 
£0 


e:'- For the: formals ratio 
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7 Mwof jr, 


wr ty age yok ana m_ | 
haply ſometime not ſpare to :iay = 
thit-E this one dicounde cannot. be. by 
you denied , (as. we delieve-/it cannot) 
either your definition of .Schiſe is..nor a 
apa definition,; Or your ferya/ ratio of 

not the true formal yatto.; Or 
—_—_— ratio of your deh- 
ned, would be poſlible-te- be, where aci- 
ther the Definiturm , nor che Detinition 
were; of both which yet' the farmatis 


ratio is ſtill the efſence-- But, as g0,Qural- 
 fignation of the wav? pf the truth of love 


of Catholique Communion , as pg .ſurer 
xpiThproy of endrralt Schifne i in the Di- 
vider, then yours of the Contewps of Ca- 
tholique Com Communion z; Ry 
reply,-thatyou time. PUL-HD Wor 

together, ;:and lay the barred hatred and contewept 
of -nermmancy: went ng you :d0. fo 
indeed: buc when you require <ntred and 
eimrempt bothvto conciuire where no may 
$ill Sehilmeis.z:you go not declaite, that 
anything without contempt (ills wa the 


reaſon, 


as 


reaſon, but rather the contrary. Vet if | 


you will-now or hereafter declare to us, 
_ that you mean either.contempr, or even 


- hatred alone of Cacholique Communion | 
{ufficeth to the formall reaſon , we will 


lets it; and not think is manly co 


urſue to criticize, as you do ten lines | 


together upon our words, ( The -vi9- 
latton of the:.bond and benefit of Eccle- 
fafticall Communion) telling us that we 
ſpeak' -obſcurely ; becauſe it appeares 
not, ſay you, from the preciſe words, 
whether we intend in thoſe words. ( of 


the bond and benefit of Ecclefpaſticall | 


Communiox) in .a conjunCtive onely,; or 
alſo'in a disjunRtive ſenſe, ( which we 


ſpake direly and ſimply in a conjun- 


. Give ſenſe, as our conjunRive particle 
"there expreſſed did fignifie: ) we uſe 
disjunQives, when we ſpeak disjundive- 
ly; and conjunRives, when we mean 
conjurively;; yet you wilt needs. un- 
derftand onr words there in a ſenſe diſ- 
junQive , from conjeRures, which we 
will refute, when we are cometo ſpeak 
'to it,”. Mean while, as to your words, 
as obſcure and ambiguous ſure, ' the 
hatred and contempt of Gatholique Con 
mum, 


WT - SY MY Mm gy ed oo I oC 


* 3 ne 2 & | HY voir ay” 
hatred Wldhe "i not Tet 'of 
| ; | ned"to | 
te wn ul inte” unjuſt Ex- +1 


mally and mortally ſchiſniaricall ; then 

we” muſt again demand of you, whether 

you"do intend rhar” all *wane” of the 
| crath'of the love of Catholique' Com- 
lets in Chriſtians) : is as it were, in- 
rerpretively harred of it; (if, you think 
fic ſo to ſpeak, you nay) then we im- 
mediately in this very place jo Jar iſſue 
with' you upon the whole queſtion be: 
twixt us, andprofeſſe, this whole Con- 


x rk (if you' bog on be ended i in 


W 


a 


C;. 1Z.. 

n All this diſcourſe is a" meer firanger to 
- Þ the Confiitution of our formalis ratio,” or 
- || proper notion of Se hiſm#. For we neither 
je if conſtitute it in an nternall contem pr, 
k || nor hatred of Catholigue Communion, 
S, | #=t i» « voluntary ſeparation from the 
he whoſe Church of Chrift ;  whigh '& the 


finition, 


fron OECD le” Cont 
gs ns wh 2 


; when. We. ame contempt. or. ed, We 
take ﬀ. £9 Fomppfrs, contampr, on ha- 
tred, 1 PA rnd 
{gs : and. heat t, "M a7n not onely CON- 
empt. ad hatred. rogether , 
fore me which. may be rrwe of . ; 


MI 


atts oneep.s by ut | ch 104 might 44 eaſily 
rd; bad gow. p/eaſed) 3+. oy 
contempt, 1094 telnguthing ... contempr 


and rejedlion, contempt, hatred, 2nd. 
paration of oze from Catholigue' Commu- 
nou together : which ſhew evidently , that 
we not oxely. (þ Nha of an external. and com- 
plot eomon wh t of [; uch.g dv oy 
exter 4 relin ins, aut C 

of Catholique ; RL and Umry. 
ET when. we , afien theſe explicgtzont of 
047; "fenl e, ume contempt alone , :t & for 


brevity's. "ſake ſu#ppo tha had 
we. our ſelvis  - --Fj \Fg pk 


ood, 


in'the beginning of this One ter, v1 


44 You oþ- 
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fontenharin moentig,: q fuck ap» 
Shared” 26 wi os W 2yol 


. For(for and tell ak 24 i 
ther you .do-not: believe , as well as we, 
that im evesy propesly .;. formally, mani- 
fefdy.unjuſt Excommupicationroforhess, 
4 duehy je {inf boſs fitorpeoxns ng Proper, 
manifeſt; ,;un .Kacommunication of 


rs,(a0t -Qnely. as it is-an unjuſtice, 
but a6-i4-i :is an yujuſt Excommunicdtion;; 
andere that-our gag urn oHagy tO 
l | every; proper- formally maxif 
] Bygymw nication) gry oe 
2 if Fy luck g, ach, doth not Alatayes in 
Ph einits howels;,: the van of the truth 
< |f of love: a: Catholiqus Communion 2 if 
- _ _ benhar fo-mortally.Gns. (abyon 
at rar ge by' cutting off mneifelly | 
- ually A ve — of: Chrifts yi 
4 || ca rom Cat ofique Communion, 
i- | doth net mortally fin;again(t Catholique 
7. | Communion ;' orthoughhe de, yet may 
of | have the truth of. the loyeof Catholique 
{or | Communion. in-him 3 which. is certainly 
44 || falſe, asit isa confeſſed Catholique truth, 
7- | That all mortall fin agaivft any, ever 
procceds 
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 from-the want of the truthof F' 
Jove of that, - which the. mor. 
rall finne is " committed. -For ſure! 
Charitas ,- or the truth of loveof God, | | 
our Neighbour, or of - Catholique Com- 
munion,' cannot poſſibly 'confift with 
mortal! finne againſt 'God ,* our Neigh- | 
bonr, or -of Cacholique Comannion : 
if yea, he,” if you-acknowledge , that 
every properly, formally , manifeſtly 
unjaſt ' Excommunication of others, a: 
ſuch, includes in it alwayes: the want of 
the truth of love of Cat holique "Corn. 
-munion;; and yield before, (as was ſup. 
'Poſed above): chat the wantof the truth 
'of the love of Catholique Communion, 
'bethe fame with what you call che harred 
'of Catholique Communion; and: that 
'be the formalrs ratio of Schiſine , then let U; 
\any judge , whether this neſtion be not 
at this very inſtant ended, in that it is 
now agreed betwixt us , That cvery for- 
mall proper confeſſed unjuſt Excommu- 
aication of others, as ch, hath init al- 
wayes that which renders it we 
formall Schiſme, (viz. want: ef the muy 
of the love of Catholique Communion) and 
{is ITY Schiſme, 
| C. 13. 


The « Nin) Sie 23 5 
roWe & «1 "841 48 «CC; 723. TR LOS 
8 © The loverof Gol engl 16 makt arboth 
(do; fer? 'fuffer much; and we bope, will * 
\| yet it cquner incline wa to do what we truly 
. if conctive to be contrary to the love of God, 
\ i Pe \ anſwer therefore 'to "your demand; 
1 wht p) every Yen Excommunieation, 
: cb 5 une i a wortall finaguinſ 
t the Juſtice FE Charity, which we oweto. 
y jor” Noighbewr,, but not nectſſatily «+ 

« I gainſt the truth of the love 0] 'Catho> 
f ligne Communien ," even though you un* 
© 0 der ſtand it oncly. (ar you: fer th do) of 
D Attmal Communion ; with which Way cou 
b WP the truth of the love of Catholiqui Uni- 
n, 

ed 

at 

et 

ot 


ty: For it may /o happen, thit bene one 
bath ſo flrong a. love to (' atholique {om 
wwion bim{elf © ava ſo great an eftiens of 
it, the hatred and envy; Obick- the unjuſt 
6 xcommunicator bears againſt him, whom 
- is be ex communicates unjuſtly, n the cauſe, 

. that be deprives him of ſo great a good; and 
the greater that be cſteems that good , the 
more he is carried by bus hatreal to. the per- 
on, to deprive im of it." Thu Governor 
h Ref a Connmirey way nr juſtly barifh an inno- 
4 Nicer perſon, becanſe be envies him the bap- 
fineſs of that( apart dg he hims- 


ſelf 


eo Kenn Fry 
_ felf loves weſt ren :T bus exceſs 
T0 > go r{jpoxrone, #0 dep ewe another of 
0s frown, gh tn nai 
mſec therefore: the) 
ANOINES of others.,- whet ber. «8. be 
Sf nHeat ens: or of «the. ſociety, come flow 
ts pre 66 wh p59? < 
WRHLOH, MA). ſpring forma thekty 
from: haired to the, perſons. a, deprived, 
aud, not from-a want-of\ loveand_e eftorrn. o 
chi her nberpithg drier he ohms, iCAN:Me: 
16d framan nnjueſh excommunti- 
_ ratals, thats deftroges;the truth 
of the Lowe of that: Cinmmonien. whereof ont 
of Private. hatred, he degrivere. another: 
w—_ 16a; 4: aan 900 th 


bs 9 ur objeBlien Norrke 
at the - unjuſt.: Excomuricatar) cam 
but! fee: that. breaſon'\of. hicaeyuet Ex 
communication, wat- onely- the: perſon excom 
waricated., but the Church. glfo it, ſelf, u 
wnorably injured, aud. ſo muſt fin ertall), 
met-onely againſt tha 'perſon:- ROO 
red, but againſt the Chureh)ip-inpyring be 
ins her Cummunimn:; « aud.:deprivving: 
—_—__ wliz. of one of her. true nembers; lf 
7 an? wer , "fo. Fas & 4 Kingaome of 
| Common- 


>» a => z = Ks MA. a. to 3 a. 


We _ > 38S WER 


t MC eteod 10 fs aticher wfcoms;; 
hurch, that it dew ant tall iwquty ty her, 
”Y n/a» for- time ofromiben atiuail Com- 


a Viz. bat all ;olatien > 69 

wall Commutnein; minoh proceeds from:want 

| "4 he, truth: of ther dove::of :Gathyloque 

Communion; 3* "85 uorimmnall andimortall 
Schiſme, 
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es | 


derftand : and if you had ſeriouſly refleft. 


NI kT 


ed on thu truth , this whole a:ſpute might 


have been prevented... For wiuall Cai 
tholsque Communion: alone , is onely an iN" 


exerciſe of Catholigue Unity ; but (atho- (fi 


ligne Unity. the! root and ground of it; 


and as long as that Onity remains unvie 
lated ; there Can be 70 Schiſnoe Et fhoug! | 


the (ommunion' be nat allualy txeyci- 


fad : For nothmg but Separation ant 
| Dips 


yu Fs » 
7. 


| Divifon of cone thing int0 parts ,' or of 
Y Unity of adything ;\ and /o long art 
| Unicyef the whols "7 


remaens, it is not poſ= 


ible: to conceive. a Divifion of that, 
which 1 one thing, into parts, or one part. 
divided from the whole, | Seeing there- 
ore Schiſme #« a Rept, or Diviſcon of 
hat Unity, and of nothing elſe, [o long 
a that Unity remains, whether exerci- 
ed or no by atluall Communion , there 
anyot poſſibly he any. Schiſme. For 
chiſme ( as you have acknowledged 
ven from the word it ſelf ) #9 a cnt» 
ting is two, renting and dividing. into 
parts, that which was one before,. &c. 
whenſaever therefore this is not done, 
ere canner poſſibly be any Schiſme." 
ow- who ſees nat, that when perſons are 
ly (communicated , whether juſtly or un- 
> x fy ;. [o long as they remain in the ac- 
, knowledgement of the Paſtonrs Authority 
1. Wyietly and gr wang , that the Unity re- 
ains ftill? there being no diverſity of 
jig (215 raiſed up by them. A 
ooh If you objeFt , that #t # not poſſibleto 
Li. (rceive , how a part \ ſhould be cut off 
ang W'em the Church (a it 1 by Excommunis 
_— cation) 
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= Y | The Nbiey of eMiſims.. 
Bn 
»8 1g *WE-* wer; '4 
hannals :Diviſion;from+therGbarch mnt 
faſficient for: Schiſave fortbenia juſt (Ex- 
communication;whtre, ac-trae,. a Diviſion 
from the Ohurch ie: made ' (way > mach tracr 
then in nnjuſt Excommunication;) Schiſme 
foonld. be committed. /. Forus tonboue deli. 
weredy Schiſme muſt be a funfull, cadſeleſs, 
precipitour:(and:in that ſenſe voluntary) 
feparation. ,- or aliwdfian from the Chyrch. 
Seconaly, we auſwer., That .Exconmuni- 
cation imakes u: divifon. onely from the 
' .allnalk (\ Aw the: Gharch ,-bat 
makes not that ipart "excommunicated ro bt | 
independant of the Church, undo wholly 
diannited from” the economy" ana : govern 
nent "of the Church, and conſequentl) 
wakes no diviſion in " the Unity: of: the 
Church :\ for perſons excommunicated (by 
force of ' ſole. Excommunicatuon ) veither 
are exemptedomor ex empt themſelves, from 
the Spiritaall power Of the Church , but 
remain tn one Politique body with the 
Church , a they did before, thongh for 4 
time diſohedient to: thoſe, whoſe power _ 
them they. acknowledge. Av a perſon wh 


7 extdames' in « Commurnealth , though n 


* i be morally excommunicated and deprived 
» = of the Priviledges and Benefits of the Law, 
i and other. advantages of 'the (ommon- 
> wealth, yet be remains ſtill, and acknow- 
"= ledges bimſelfto remain a true Subjelt of 
TH that Commonwealth, and makes one Polt= 
ll zique Body withit. Or 4s apart of the Bo» 
-= ay withered and dryed up, remains. ſtill in 
5, ſore ſort wnited to the Body ,. and depen- 
dent of 5t, thongh it be deprived of the com- 
i mnnion of thoſe vitall ſpirits and comforts, 
i-W which the living and nſefull' parts have. 
bl we anſwer, thirdly, That though it ſhould 
nn be granted, that excommunicated perſons 
bil arc divided from the (burch in ſome ſenſe, 
1 jet- that diviſion, is not ſufficient for 
+ Sch:iſme: for there may. be a double Di- 
1 wifon from the Church, the one meerly pri= 
the vative or Negative , the other Poſitive. 
bl The Privative, or Negative Diviſion is, 
her | when the part divided u for the time of its 
on diviſion no more of the Church, but yet it 
bat not againſt the Church by any Poſitive op- 
the iN: poſition. The Poſitive Diviſion is, when 
7 4 the part divided oppoſes the Church, fides 
wer againſ# the Church, condemns and defpiſes 
wo > 4 (burch,and its Governonrs, and ftauds 
in opts defiance of the ('harch. Now this 
TR W2”- 790 ſecond 
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ſecond Diviſion onely*,"by" the Unovetſall 


conſent of the holy Fathers and Tradition, 
was alwayes eſteemed Schiſme; and no leſſe 
then thus- was ever efteemed Schiſme: a- 
moneſt them, as wt have already—proved. 
Whence follows, (ſuppoſing what we have 
ſaid before) that he , who excommunicates 
others unjuſtly , is neither 'a Schiſmatique 
himſel{, nor-a_ true cauſe of Schifme ;"be- 
canſe"he neuther makes himſelf , nor canſes 
otherj'romake', ſuch a Poſitive Diviſion, 
as this now deſcribed ts, from the Church z 
without which , never was, nor ever can be 
Echiſme. = 
| Ad 2 O & th : 

We confeſſe , for all your words you 
might yer-fay ; if you will, that though 
you make harred and contempt of Catho. 
lque Communion to be the pope Xot= 
Th,coy of formall Schiſme , yet that you 
mean , that hatred muſt have contempt 
joyned with it , or elfe that it'is not ac- 
cording to you ſufficient, This, if you 
ſay, the Controverſie is not ended , we 
.. confefſe; but yet in all reaſon near an 
'*end, to them that obſerve' the difference 
_ *rwixt affertions;, of which forhereaſdn 
may be 1magined:, atd' thoſe of Which 
none 


% 


nec 
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none cafi be. ' For tell us, we pray, why 
hatred" of Catholique Communion ,' or 
envy of Catholique Communion, or 
emulation of Catholique Communion, or 
any want of the truth'of love'of Caths- 
lIique Communion, in thoſe that” call 
themſelves Chriſtians, ſhould not as truly 
render the unjuſt Excommunicatour for- 
mally fchiſmaticall , as well as the. con- 
tempt of Catholique Communion. We 
would fain know ,_ what hath contempt 
more of ingredience into Schiſme; then 
hatred, yea, then envy, or want of love. 
Surely. one, the commonneſt ſource of 
Schiſme m—_ pride and ambition, in ſet. 
ting up another Communion in oppofi- 
tion to the Catholique Commnnion, is 
not onely as much, but rather Emmlation 
then Contempr of Catholique Commu. 


nition. | 
q C. 14. 

We ftand neither upon the internall _afts 
of Hatred, Contempt, Emulation, want of 
Love, &c. ( as we now told you ) in the con- 
ftitution of our formall reaſon of Sehiſme 
we neither have , nor do acknowledge any 
ther, then what we delivered in our Defi- 
mr , vize A voluntary ſeparation of 
Ones 
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ones ſelf from the whole true viſible 
Church of Chrift , /er rbat ſeparation pro- 
ceed from what. of thoſe roots it will ,, and 
let which of thoſe, you pleaſe, be the ori- 
ginall root, remote or immediate diſpoſition 
ro it, as ſometimes one may be, ana ſome- 
times another , now more axd then fewer of 
them, according to different circumſtances 
and affetins,of perſons : for that, as you 
confeſſe , touches not the formall reaſon, 
bat the cauſe,or motive;to fall into Schiſm: 
we treat of a full and compleat Schiſme, 
containing both the internall and the exter- 
mall afts of it ,, this we ſay , #5 a voluntary 
ſeparation of ones- ſelf from the whole 
Church, azd nothing elſe. 
F.: 3ab 

But indeed the want of the truth of 
love of it, is the one root of all thoſe vi- 
tious AﬀeRions, whether Hatred, Envy, 
Emulation, or- Contempt of it, as the 
Love is the ſumme of all the oppoſite 
Vertues. 


C. 15. | 
Tf the want of the os of the Iove of 
Catholique Communion ( as you underſtand 
Communion) be the one root of thoſe viti- 
<1 aff eftions, which ( at leaſt ſome of them 
4s 
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ac you ſaid juſt now of Emihation, may be, 
and are often the canyes of Schiſme, or dif- 
pofetions toit , how came you to ſay above, 
that the want of the'truth of the love of 
Catholique Communion, 1 alwayes the 
cauſa proxima of Schiſme ? Nay, how fall 
you upon this other contrariety yer a" little 
before', rnat the want of the truth of the- 
love of Catholique Communion may pre- 
ceed from the Contempt, or Hatred, or En- 
vy of it , &'c. when you. ſay, ſpeaking of 
that want , whether it be from contempt 
of it, or from hatrediof*it; or from erivy 
of it? &c. Thus you make the tree to pro- 
ceed from the root , and the rot from the 
tree thus you make that Love both to be 
alwayes a cauſa proxima of Sthifyre, and 
yer ſometimes.to be 'no cada” proxima, but" 
remota ; and thus you fay what you pleaſe, 
to\ſerve your preſent occaſion, witheut any 
reflexion on what you ſaid before. 

38 > | 

Why alſo were the Fathers here for- 
got 2 when they deſcribe 'Schiſme- and 
Schiſmatiques, -15 it by Contempt onely, 
or onely by Hatred ? Is it not by want 
of love? Schiſmaticas, qui zon diligit..... 
Schiſmaticrus ,quia non diligit proximmm.... 
_ - vn Schiſma 
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Schiſma contra Charitatem , ac Hereſis 

contra Fidem..... . Indeed the whole Con- 

troverſie being again cleared, if this be 

clear, we will produce the words of the 

Fathers themſelves. 
| C.: 16. 

Which of us ever denyed, or ſo much as 
queſtioned, that Schifwe # contra chari- 
ratem, &Cc. againſt Charity, &'c. The pre- 
ent Queſtion is, Whether every unjuſt Ex- 
communication of others , which proceeds 
cut of the want of the truth of the love of 
Cathclique Communion, that ts, of attual 
Communion oxely , with the reſt of Ghri- 
ſtians , (for that alone is taken away by 
E xcommunication) be mortally ſchiſmati- 
call : now let us ſee , whether the Texts of 
the Fathers here cited by you prove this. 

P. 16.- 

St, Auguſtin. lib. 2. contra Donatiſs. 
Nobzs oftendit Dominus Dens noſter per 
pacificum Epiſcopum C'yprianum , & illos 
qui 'conſeuſerunt , quantum (it Catholica 
Unit as diligenda , nt in eo quod. aliter ſa- 
piebant , donec id quoque D ens revelarer, 
rolerarent potizes diverſa ſentientes , quam 
ſe ab ers. nefario Schiſmate ſepararent. 
Where St, Anguftize makes the —_— 
0 


kk __MAl.- A co a 


4 


St. Auguſtine , lib. De Fiade & Sym- 
bola., cap. 8. Dnapropter nec. Hereticus 
pertinet ad Eccleham Cathilicam, quia un 
ailigit Deum ;" nec Schiſmaticus, quia on 
aitegit proximum. fs 
C26: 

This Text muſt either ſuppoſe , that 
M 


4. there 
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there's no want of love pf wils hr 
beſide the want bfttuthof the fove”6f 
Catholique Communioh , (which ſuppo- 
fition 1s manifeſtly falſe) or it touches not 
the leaſt , that which you pretend to prove 
from it. " | | | 
P. 18. © POSSUELEDLF 

St. Auguſtine lib. 7, contra Donatise. 
cap, 26. Er hic confitetur (Geminianus) 
apertiſſime quoſaam de Collegits ſuis di- 
verſa ſenfiſſe : unde eriam*atque © etiam 
confirmatur - amor unttatis , quod ab invi- 
cem nullo ſchiſmate*ſeparati ſunt *: Jopjee. 
alteri eorum; 'fi quid aliter ſaperent,; Dems 
revelaret." ASabove-St: Auguſtine made 
the Net-love of Catholique*Uoity , the 


root of criminal Schiſme;; ſo 'here the 


love of Catholique Viry the cauſe, that 
no Schiſme was found in ſuch,” © 4+ 
C., 19, INE VEf00) 
It was not, as at ſeems, ſufficient ſor you, 
zo have once ,, not onely not proved your Te- 
»et, by miſtaking Unity for Commnnion; 
and to have proved oars;by ſhewing-S$chiſme 
rs conſeſt in the ſeparation of (Chriſtians one 
from another, in the citation of your Texts, 
but to be ſure that” both theſe ſhould be 
really done , you do thens here the ſecond 
time, 


| a » 
Fi 
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time, as appears by the words of this Text, 

Amor-uniatis,.... Nullo Schiſmate ſe- 

parati. \ 
oY P.:irg. 

Gregorins Magnns, Expoſit. Moral 18. 
in fob, cap.28.cap.24. Alit quippe prava. 
de Deo ſentiunt, alii re&a Deo autore 
tenent, ſed unitatem cum fratribus. non. 
tEnent : 11li errorefidei, iſti vero Schi< 
matis perpetratione divifi funt. Unde 


' & in 1psa prima parte Decalogi utra- 
- rumque-partium culpe reperiuntar , cum 


divins voce dicitur , Diliges Dominum 
Deum tuum ex toto corde tuo, & ex tot# 
animg tua, 8&.ex tots virtute tul : 'atque 
mox ſubditur , Diliges-proximum tuurn.;, 
ſicut teipſum, Qui enim de Deo-perverſa: 
ſentit , liquet protecto , quia-Deum non. 
diligit, Qui vero de Deo recta ſentiens, 
a ſantz Ecclefiz unitate diviſus eſt, 
conſtat ,. quia proximum' non diliget', 
quem habere- ſocium recuſat. - Quiſquis: 
erg0 ab hicunitate matris Ecclelzz, ſive 
per Hzreſim de Deo perverſa ſentiendo; 
five errore Schiſmaticis progimum nom 
diligendo dividitur, charitatis hujus gra— 
ta: privatur, 

M.-C: *% 


mos” And. 
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And that you may be cock:ſure not to 
miſſe theſe your 'miſtakgs , to the two fore 
mer you add a third non-probaticn of your 
own probandum, and probation of our for- 
mall reaſon : 4 fantz Eccleſiz unitate, 
fromthe Unity of the hily Church, there's 
yours firſt : diviſus eft, zs divided ; there's 
year ſecond. Are not theſe three ſound proofs 
from the holy Fathers ? | | 

t--1j1. Bp, 20s | 

But by 0 diligit: proximum 1n theſe 
teſtimonies, we know muſt be underſtood 
the xot-bve of our Neighbour, with that 
ſpeciall Evangelicall love, which Chriſt 
hath commanded to. be-among all his 
Diſciples, amongſt all the members of his 
Body , asthey are undcr him the Head, 
joyned together in one Body , and in one 
Communton Eccleſiaſticall of one Body; 
and ſo non diligit Schiſmatices 1s properly 
that which we ſay, That want of the 
truth of the Jove of Catholique Com- 
munion muſt be , wereever there is any 
Schilme , or formalzs ratio of any the 
leaſt Schbiſme at all. | 

| L 7 CG::'2r. 

iVe abſolutely deny ( as we have atwayes 

denyed ) gat theſe Texts can be underſtucd 


of of 
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of the want of the truth of the love of Ca- 
thelique.-aCtuall Communion, which oxely 
# taken away by unjuſt Excommunication, 
far + they, clearly. ſpeak. of the. leave of Ca- 
tholigne Unity ; which , as it ts the rot of 
Catholique. Abtuall. Communiqn.,- (0. can 
that. Vnity remaine without 'that  altuall 
Communion, as we. have ſhewed:: that be- 
zng (as theſe holy Fathers here ſay) for- 
welly deſtroyed onely. by Diviſion: and Se- 
patrationof pner' felf- from and avainſ}-the 
Church uot: b y Excommunication',' whe- 
ther juſt.or unjuſt, from the afluall Com- 
wunion-:with it. For to be Schiſme, the 
Unity.of the Church muſt be rent in pieces, 
and thoſe. parts, which before Schiſme were 
in the Ty nity of the Body, or: adhering to it, 
and no way oppoſing themſelves againſt it by 
Schiſme, become. rent off from it , and main- 
tain that rent which they have made, po- 
frtively and ſeattiouſly , as ſeparate parts, 
againſtit. When therefore an anjuſt Ex- 
communicatonr/. pretends  to:cut others. off 

from the Communion of the Charch,that us, 
to make thoſe no part? of the Church, which 
before were parts, (which i the utmoſt that 
any affirm; can'be effefted by Excommu- 
awication ) . he commits neither Schiſme 


himſelf, 
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himſelf, nor # the cauſe of Schiſme in 
ethers ; becauſe he neither ſeattionſly atts 
as a part ſeparate from , and againſt the 
 Charech, nether intends\he\,or-effefts," that 
ethers ſhonid do. ſo. Now that he, who un- 
jſt by and” finfully Rong to mathe one no 
part of the Church in this ſole Negative 
manner , may be neither a Schiſmatique, 
nor a cauſe of Schiſme, ts evident ; for he, 
who frandently. perſmades another to be+ 
come an Infidel , *0r Ethniqne, (though he 


who perſwades be a Chriſtian )- and wholly . 


ro rexounce Chriſt and his Religion, makes 
that perſon., who before was a part of the 
Charch, to become no part of it ,*and yet 


he ts neither Schiſmatique, mr acauſe of 


Schifme :. And he who wilfully kills an- 
other, intending to have him aye in ſtate of 
Aortall fin, does what in him lies, to maks 
kim, who was a part of the Charch, to be- 
come- 110 part of it , and yet he neither 
Schiſmatique, nor cauſe of Sohiſme-:- that 
then he become either the one- or the other, 
he muſt either aft himſelf as. a part, and 
body ſeparate from the Church, againſt the 
Charch;; or he muſt intend to make others 
to do fo. The unjuſt Excommunicatour 
therefore makes.enely a nonrunion,or ceſſa- 
F102. 
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tion of an Unioy of ſome part toths'Church, 
which is nat'Sebiſns, but makes no diſunicn, 
07 diff ention'of that part : from and Pl a " 
the'Charch; which oxely 1s Schiſme. - Att 
here we have airettly and amply” anſwered 


your Objeftion, made unto mw / ut ſupra, 


Pag. 199. That a Pope, or Patriarch, un- 
juſt ly excommunicating others, no Schiſ- 
matique, becauſe he makes onely a Privi. 
tive nou-union or ceſſatton of / tt part 
of the Charch' in ber. afluall Communion, 
but no\ Poſitive diſunion, or diſſenting” ſopa- 
ration from and againſt the Church, which 
75 onely termed a Rent, or Schiſme, among 
Chriſtians by the. holy Fathers. 
FS<24; . 

\. This, which" you perhaps, inſtead of 
confuting , will call a long digrefiton, is 
fo materialt, that beſides what we have . 
faid, that upon yaur anſwering -one or 
two queſtions; it brings the whole Con- 
troverſie' viſibly to an immediate: iſſue; 
nearer at leaſt then ever yet it cameto 
betwixt us-: alſo the obſervation , 'that 
the want of the love.of Catholique Commu- 
nion being as certainly the: reviction of 
formalk mortall Schiſme- in; the divider, 
(which you. muſt gdeny) as. the — 
of 
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aſſert) will fo. much ſhorten all-the fol- 
lowing diſcourſe, that it ſelf almoſt alone 


anſwers whatſoever, Arguments - you 


framedireRly againſt our 'formallreaſon 
of Schifme in all yourfollowing Papers, 
that you have brought in; and diffolves 


your Anſwers to our Arguments: for the þþ 


moſt part. Fic 
E3"\" Sl C. > ES Ef 
. Whether theſe Joug. diſcourſes were dis 


grefſrons, or-40; we leave to the Readers , 

as alſo how near you have brought the con- 

troverſie to an end , and anſwered the moſt 

part of our Arguments by.them., . 
P22. 

Secondly , ſince when we had atyour 
deſire aſſigned you our formal reaſon of 
Schiſme, three feverall wayes for more 
perſpicuity expreſſed , you without ever 
explicately laying down yours;betake you 
preſently to:tmpugne ours , onely intwo: 
words you let fall , as infinuating ſome- 
thing you would require to the formall 
reaſon of Schiſme, viz. Contempt of Ca- 
tholique Communion,and ſometime Ha- 
tred and Contempt of \Catholique Com- 
munion : and theſe two words — 
y 


of Catholique Communion,.. (which you 
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ly in numberleſle places repeated : there- 
fore we thought beſt once for all toge- 
ther, to ſpeak to them. + 

| Go 23. 
- Ton have carped at us abeve, for having 


_ afirſt without a ſecond, and here = 5 


leave to minde you, that you have alſecond, 


| nay and g third #co,without a firſt; To rhat 


of Contempt, Hatred, &c, we have-an- 
fwered atreaay. - | 
Ty £23: 
Thirdly*, the Paragraph of yours to 
which we anſwer in all , this being thar, 


where you oppoſe _ usthe common. 


apprehenſion, which all underftanding 
Chriſtians have, and ever have had, of 
this horrid fin of Schiſme, that every one, 
who is guilty of it, cannot, nor ever was 
endured to be called a member-of the Ca- 
tholique Church, and conſequently was 
out of the ſtate of falvation : as if, be- 
cauſe we ſaid, St. Pax! taxeth the Corin- 
thians with Schiſmes,and-calls chem Car- 
zall for them, and yet in the ſame Chap- 
ter and Verſe, he acknowledges them 
Babes in Chriſt, therefore you would per- 
ſwade/your Auditors,that you werethore 
zealous oppoſers of Schiſme in this'Con-- 
IP troverſie 
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troverſie thenwe; and that St. Paul fpake 
improperly , calling that Schiſme, which 
properly was not ſo. | 

CG{E246& 

Fon have an excellent art in shipping 
ever difficulties, when you cannot ſolve 
them. Here you pat our Objettion home 
enough : But what ſay you to it & Is the 
thing we ſay (and you acknowledge we ſay 
ſo) true or wo? Did we here oppoſe a- 
Sainſt you, [ay you," the common apprehen- 
fron, which all anderſtanding Chriſtians 
have ever had of this horrid ſin of Schiſme ? 
that every one, who ts. gutlty of it, cannot, 
or ever was endured to be called a member 
of the Catholique Church, &c. This is 
wvery.true ;, we objett this againſt you. But 
what ſay jor tort ? Ts the thing objefted 


true or no? not a word of that. Hadall.. 


underſtanding Chriſtians alwayes ſuch a. 
perſwaſion, or no? mot a word to this. If 
they had , ſay we , 'then you go againſt: the 
perſwaſion of all underflanding Chriſtians : 
:f they had nt, why have you not denied it ? 
But it ſeems you are wiſe enough to be ſi- 
lext, where nothing can be ſaid. ' But do nat 
' Jou mauifeſely. ſay the contrary: to all un- 
derftanding Chriſtians * Not a word to this 

| neither.. 


ad _ 


_ "F. ." 
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weither, "You 4 Fae vnot og be, bers yaw 
have” alrtaly de Evert t "Ht 1 your 


| Papers ;" and yit Jon: will n not athnowlidge 


it,left you eld be convinced (by your 
clear confeſſion) to hold Contrar) ts all un- 


der ſtanding (riftian 


' What” 6 was to” gh Yone ? to ſay. 
rbovy, but make" len? etibby ira 9 
to another" queſtion,” Call jou this diſpw- 
ting. Ton 'glide over to St. Paul. The 
Queſtion 14 not now, whether Sr. Paul 
fake of "proper Schifni or no"; but —_ 
cul uw andvng ( briſtiant Pak $208 

whey thiy fay\ That'no'Schiſmatiqu 
nember of the' Cathol 24 


| Church: anſwer yclt'to thus, and make not 


an Objettion of your own, "Inſtead of an= 
ſwebingtv onrs.. Tha' we" a o# as a 


|| Truth miter/ally known an embraced; 


ay, and" confirmed it by a clear Text of 
Sr. Auptiſline ; and' yor afford not a word 
of anſwer, neither to the one nor the other. 
But let #u hear your Objeftion : Though 
Sr, Paul, ſay yon, taxes the Corinthians 
with Schiſmes, Jet hecalls them, Babes in 
Chriſt.' zPhat then ? He ſpeaks of Schiſmes 
in a large ſenſe, and not of proper and 
frift $chiſmes This is our anſwer. yak 

Ht 
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then ſes 1%. 4 Ec fame mh far 


Er: wr Shia b in FEA a4 37 4 un was 
as e amanght wh efrak of 

a Pri end proper, Scbi{me or ne'? If be 
Gd. th en all proper Soclg/me 1,not contain- 
ed under. your Definition : 189, you your 
ſelf 5 confeſſe, that what Se. Paul here 
oo! de a 06. #9 Srife. * Fer 


yore gn 
cher i rk TH each bers ſufiri foefrin 
proper 4s; iſpres ; for hat . beyng 
a of Opsons, 14 not proper 


Inge, 


Schiſme, If he ſhake not 4 proper Schi/me, 
they, acrording to you, he ſhake improperly : 
ſolve _this , and. your ObjeFtiqn. us. Jolved, 
XK 'vaw-yert noty that one #4 then anely (aid 
ſpeak improperly , when be uſes not proper 
words to. expreſſe his meaning : and who, 
me pray you , ſayer, that Saint Paul ai 
thu ? oO, 
>. ao 24. 
whereas be it but obſerved in this oyr 
laſt diſcourſe, that beſides that, you ex- 
cuſe from Schiſme thoſe that ſo rent and 
tear 


f 
[ 
1 


| 
| 


Bo UBg in « ar! Why (ae. bec 

Breaks. of .@ Sebiſm $5 {pot aſtri 
and Profpir + Je he. ihvaers 

improperly ? When "6:4 


one/y | 


| tear Chriſts Body;the-Church, that they 
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unjuſtly cut-off whoſe-Churches , and in 
in. them .thouſands of -live-members of 
Chrifts myRticall Body, and yet no Schiſ- 
matiques allo, _ | 

Co: 2Y61tc 4 5 


. *Tizs moſt true ; ſuch as you wutruly call 
Rents in the Church, ade by werrue of 
ſole unjuſt Excommunication, we ſay , that 
the Cauſers of them are no Schiſmatiques : 
and yet we ſay withall, (which you declare 
wot) that they axe damnable.finners, by may 
of Tyranny, Vſurpatin, Oppreſſion, Crue 
«ty, &e, andi ſo wholly uncapable of ſal- 
vation, ſo long as they continue knowingly 
that Excommunication.” We agree there- 


fore both of us in this, that they are damna- 


ble finners; but we ſay, that they aye not 
Py" / rares ; and ſx ary which 
they commit, ts not Schiſme, but Tyranny, 
&c. And you ſay, they are Schiſmatiques, 
and their ſin in this, Schiſme. Now by de- 
claring that we held them wot to be Schiſ- 
matiques , and not declaring,: that we held 
them damnable ſinners, as much as yor, 
Jou might have expoſed your Reader here to 
think, that we wholly excuſed ſuch from 
damuable fin, and put them in the ſtate of 
ſalvation. P, 25. 
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P. 25. 

The whole of your zeal againſt Schifm 
amounts but to this; that no other can 
be damnable ſin in your opinion, but one- 
Iy that, wherein is included contempt of 
Catholique Communion : and therefore 
nothing elſe thall be Schiſme. Whereas 
weavow, that not onely Contempt of 
Catholiqne Communion, but all want of 
the truth of Love of Catholique Com- 
munion, renders the Divider, whether of 
himſelf, or other, from the Church-com- 
munion, alwayes mortally , criminally 
{chiſmaticall, and in the ftate of death _ 
ſpiricuall, and guilt of damnation : and 
ſo we not leſs, but more then you , diſco- 
ver the damnation due to- Schiſme and 
Schiſmatiques, even all in whom is want- 
ing but the truth of that love, whereby 
the Fathers deſcribe Schiſme; | 

C. 26. 

Here you purſue the former Error : the 
whole of our Zeal ts ts deliver the nature 
of Schiſme, as the hily Fathers and other 
Claſſique Authors, as well yours as ours, 
have delivered it to us , and not to invent 
anew notion of it , which you have gone. 
The ſum therefore of this difficulty comes 
fo 
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to this , that the proper Notion of Schiſme 
z a voluntary ſeparation of ones ſelf from 
the Cbarch : whereby the party ſeparating, 
remaining ſtill in profeſſion and perſwaſion 
a Chriſtian , contends againſt the Charch, 
and maiutains himſelf and his party as a 
ſeparate Body from it. This onely t5 arent, 
a diviſion, a rebellion, a ſedition, and ſo one- 
ly. a Schiſme , and whatſoever is not this, 
( a5 n0 anjuſt Interaitt, S aſpenſion, or Exs- 
communication of others #5) 15 not, never 
45, nor ever canbe truly ſtiled Schiſmes 


SECT, 2. 


The Texts of Scriptures againſt the Ca- 
tholiques Definition anſwered. 


G27; 


Sg your Proofs out of Scripture, to 
confirm this your formall reaſon, »t 
ſapra , Pag. 196, 197, 198. we now an- 
ſwer: To that of 1 Cor.12.25. That che 
Apoſtle there ſpeaks of Schiſme , largo 
modo ſumpto, takenin a large ſenſe asit 
comprehends all ſtrifes, contentions, and 
diſagreements amongſt Chriſtians, as it 
is taken, 7047.9.16. Ka? goipa ty iy «v]ois, 
Et Schiſma erat inter illos, which the 
Proteſtant Bible tranllates, And there was 
a Diviſion amongſt them ,, and Beza, Et 
erat diſſidium inter cos, that is, as appears 
by the Text, there was a difference of 
opinions, concerning our Saviour among 
them ; which paſling lightly as a conten- 
tion betwixt them,could not be the great 
fin of Schiſme, whereof we ſpeak. Such 
a Schiſme as this was that cited by you, 
I Cor.12,25. Foritis ſaid, Ne fit [chiſma 
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71 corpore, not a co7fore;, that there may 
be no Schiſine + the body , not from the 
body: Now' the Schiſme which is in the 
Body of theChurch, cannot be the great 
ſin of Schiſme, whereof we treat, as we 
have* proved above from the holy Fa- 
thers : Therefore it muſt be Schiſme 
largely taken, for ſome leffe diſſettion, 
or diſagreement , which deftroyes not 
the Unity of the Church; and therefore 
Beza there tranſlates d4ifidinm, difagree- 
ment; and not S$chi/ma, Schiſme ; and fo 
ſeems to. be rather a defe&t againſt the 
I perfection of that Charity, which every 
$ one ſhould, according to true perfeQtion 
4 cndeavour to attain, then againſt the en- 
| tire eſſence of it , which appears, becauſe 
the Apoſtle addes, that what he requires 
I co avoid this Schiſme in the body, is, that 
] one member ſhould have a. diligent care 
1 for thereſt , andevery one ſhould have a 
1 fellow-feeling - of exch others 'g00d or 
{ harm , that they ſhouldall, and each of 
{ them, grieve and +2joyce with each other. 
J As therefore the'waiit of this mutual care 
J and fellow-feeling;eactt of 'othe?, is*not 
1 formall Schifme , whitfeof-we creat; fo 
1 the faying of the head cothe foot”, 7 


have 
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have no need of thee (which you preſs) will 
be no formal Schiſme in our ſenſe, but a 
diſpoſition to ſome , diſagreement and 
ſtrife amongſt the parts, which .there- 


fore are to be avoided, left that diſagree-_ 


ment ſhould follow. Ne fiat Schiſma in 
Corpore. | bub 
'Your ſecond proof. Rom. 16, 16, 17. 
Speaks manifeſtly of. Hereſie, or Error in 
Faith. Forit ſayes, TApa Thy S1Seayav-vv 


v3; fad bers, which your Engliſh Bible | 


ha's,contrary to the dottrine which you have 
learned ;, which properly ſounds Hereſies, 
eſpecially when St. Pax! ſayes , verſe 17. 


That the Authors of ſuch diviſions and | 


ſcandals by fair ſpeeches deceive the hearts 
of the ſmple. And —_— you may hap- 
ly fay, that theſe words 


0 not neceſſarily | 
fgnifie Hereſies, but may ſignifie a Schiſm |} 
introduced by deceivers into the Church, | 

et that will not help. your cauſe : for } 
though it could be proved, that they may |} 
fignifie that , yet that hinders not , but} 
they may alſo ſignifie the other; and to} 
draw an effeQtual argument from theſe} 
words for you, you mult not onely prove! 
that they may., but; chat they ought to} 
tignifie that for which you alledge them. 
| Hence! 


Texts of Scriptures anſwered. 265 


Hence, appears, that your Argument 
drawn from the ſenſe, which you put 
upon the Text, of any kinde of L:yoari-, 
is grounded in a falſe ſuppoſition, and ſo 
Nulſll. | 

In-Lxc. 12. 41. 46. And Match, 2.4. 
43. There is no mention at all of Schiſm, 
or ſedition , but onely of oppreſſion and _ 
injury done by that: ſteward to his fel- 
low-ſeryants : andif that ſhould happen, 
which you conjecture, that he ſhould 
beat ſome of them out of doors , ſo long 
as he is ready to receive them again,when 
his maſter , or the publique magiſtrate 
commands him (upon the ſervants com- 
plaint, or otherwiſe) there is an injury, 


and a ſejun&tion , but no ſedition, nor 


compleat ſeparation made; which not- 
withſtanding muſt be found in Schiſme. 
And hence we anſwer to your chief fun- 
damental Argument,conſidered abſolute. 
ly init ſelf , and preſſed by you, pag. 24. 
That when a Pope, Patriarch, or Metro- 
palitane , 8&c. excommunicates unjuſtly 
a Province, or City , whereof they are 
lawful Superiours , ſolong as neither the 
excommunicatour , nor the excommuni- 
cated contemn , or rejeR the —_— 
| 0 
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of their Superiours , - and make them- 
ſelves a rebellious party againſt them, 
there is no ſchiſmatical ſeparation com- 
mitted by that excommunication.: which 
muſt conſiſt in that ſpiritual rebellious 
ſiding and oppoſing the Church , or all 
their lawfull Eccleſiaſtical Superiours. 
This we have already proved by the ex- 
ample of thoſe who unjuſtly depoſed St. 
Chryſcſtome (ſeeing you account Schiſme 
to be committed as well by unjuſt ſuſpen- 
ſion, interdi&t, depoſition, &c. as being 
violations of the benefit of the bond of 
external Communion, as by unjuſt ex- 
communication) who, notwithſtanding 
that, were not Schiſmatiques, Secondly, 
we prove it from the expreſs authority-of 
St. Ar:guſtin. lib. de verg religione. cap. 6, 
Sepe ſinit Divina Provigentia, per non 
»ullus nimiam turbulentas carnalium ha- 
minum ſeaitiones expelli de congregatione 
Chriſtiana etiam bonos viros quam contas 
weliam, vel wjuriam ſuam , cum patien- 
riſſime pro Eccleſie pace, relerent , neque 
nllas urvitates vel Schiſmatis, vel Here- 


is moliti fuerint docebunt homines , quan 


BIR aff e tn, O quanta ſenceritate chari- 
rats; Deo ſerviendnns (its Talitam ergo vi- 
| YOY 1708 
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rorum| propoſitum eſt, vel ſedatis remeare 
turbinibus ;, aut {i id non finantar, vel ea-: 
dem tempeſtate perſeverante , vel ne ſus 
reditu tals ant ſevior oriatnr , tenent vs 
lantatem conſulendi , etiam 1t5 ipſts , quo- 
rum motibus turbationibuſg, ceſſerunt, 
ſine ulla Conventiculorum ſegregatione , 
#ſque ad mortem defendentes , & teftimoa 
nio juvantes eam fidem , quam in Eccleſia 
Catholica predicari ſciunt, It often hap- 
pens, ſaith St. Argsſtine , That the Di- 
vine Providence permits, by certain too 
much turbulent ſeditions of carnal men, 
that even good men are expelled out of 
the Chriſtian congregation : which con- 
tumely , or injury done to them , when 
they ſuffered it moſt patiently for the 
peace of the Church, and went not about 
co ſet up any novelties of Schi/-res or 
 Hereſfies , they will teach men with how 
true an afﬀection , and with how much 
ſincerity God is to be ſerved. Ir is there- 
fore the reſolution of ſuch men, either to 
return again, the troubles paſſed over, or. 
ifthat|benot permitted, or the ſame tem- 
peſt fil] continuing , or at leaſt by their 
return,thelike or more cruel ſhould ariſe, 
they arc reſolved to give counſe), or pro- 
N 2 vide 
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vide help to thoſe, to whoſe motions 
and troubles they yielded , without any 
ſegregation of Conventicles, defending 
even till death, and by their teſtimony 
aſliſting that faith , which they know to 
be preached in the Catholique Church. 
Where to incurre Schiſme, he judges it 
neceſſary on the part of thoſe who are 
unjuſtly excommunicated, to make Con- 
venticles and parties againft the Church, 
and places Schiſm in this. And on the 
part of thoſe, who were the violent eje- 
cours, (it cannot be gathered from theſe 
words , of what condition, ſtate, or 
authority they were) he places no ſchiſm 
at all , buc ſuppoſes, that thoſe who were 
unjuſtly ejeRed. lived in the ſame unity 
of Chriſtian charity towards them, as 
they did before, by adviſing them , and 
no way ſeparating themſelves from 
them. | 

This admirable example of true Chri- 
ſtian charity, patience, and humility, this 
holy Docour here propounds to be fol- 
lowed by all Gods ſervants : and certain- 
ly, (ſuppoſing that Proteſtants had been 
unjuſtly ejected out of the Church , as 
they pretend, and we deny) had they 
behaved 
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behayed themſelves, as theſe good men 
did, without any ſegregation of Convent 
cles , ſuffering moſt patiently this contu- 
mely and injury , all the world would 
have deſervedly eſteemed them good men. 
But how quite contrary to this example 
they have proceeded, both in their firſt 
beginnings and ever ſince, we leave to 
what the whole Chriſtian world knows to 
have paſſed in their proceedings, iti theſe 
two laſt ages, | 
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tants defended. 


C28. 


Ourthly, hence follows a plain con- 
rradiction to what you faid , that 

cur definition was not admitted by you as 4 
true convertible definiticn ; which now 
you muſt admit to be true and converti- 
ble. Forif every ſeparation of ones ſelf, 
&c. be Schiſme , as you have already 
granted, when you admitted that our de- 
finition was a true propoſition : and that 
on the other ſide , every Schiſme be a ſe- 
paration of ones ſelf from the whole 
Church , as it cannot þut be, if an ative 
ſeparation of others never be ſchiſmati- 
cal, but when the reaſon adjoynedto it, 
includes eſſentially a ſeparation of ones 
ſelf from the whole viſible Church , our 
definition muſt needs be a convertible de- 
finition. And as neceſſarily is it a true 
definition ; for it is not convertible in a- 
_ propriety , or accidentall predicate to 
Schiſm, 
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-Schiſm, but in a primary, eſſentiail, and 
moſt formall reaſon of Schiſme. For if 
ſeparation of ones ſels be not ſuch a pre- 
dicate, as this in relation to Schiſme , I 
would gladly know , what other fingle 
notion can there be nominated , wherein 
the eſſence of Schiſme conſiſts :- and from 
which, this of ſeparation,;:8&c. flows as 
apropriety from an effential formality. I 
 beſeech you ſatishe this dififficulty, 
| | P, 28. 

Here you proceed to attempt the ye- 
rifying of your explication of the defini- 
tion, andof;your: aſſertion. A. 6.. That 
no active ſeparation , ſave that of ones 
ſelf from the whole Church, can properly 
be termed Schiſme , which alſo you ex- 
. preſsin/'other wordsinthe ſame- place. 7. 
6. :He who ſeparates another actively by 
excommunication from the Church , &c. 
cannot himſelf be a  Schiſmatique. All 
this you think is maintained without dif- 
ficulty, if you be underſtood, as Lopgici- 
ans and Philoſophers, and as ſpeaking to 
ſuch #:' ſenſu formali, and quatenys tals, 
ſtanding in the ſole formality and intrin- 
ſecal notion, &c. Where we will joyn 
iſſue wich you , and enquireif this hath 

| N 4 reſcued, 
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ſcued, or can at all reſcue your explicati- 


on of your definition, and ſo'your defini- 


tion (as you would have us underſtand 
ir) from a groſs errour in the very prin- 
ciÞIe. - * 

To your aſſertion. 4. 6. We did and 
do oppoſe, that if ſome voluntary ſepa- 
ration of others by unjuſt excommunica- 
_ tion, for ſome unjuſt cauſe, be Schiſme, 
then it is not true , which you lay down 
as a principle (in the explication of your 
definition , That none who" ſeparates 
another actively by excommunication 
from the Church:, 8c. can himſelf be a 
SN is, (that we may take 
your directions to undcrftand you, as you 
would be underſtood, quatenzs tals , in 
ſenſu formali) he cannot be a Schiſma- 
tique 7z, and by , and fer his fo doing pre- 
{cinded from all other external acciden- 
call adjunas, and meerly for his unjuſt 
excommunication of others inflicted for 
ſome unjuſt cauſe, for ſoareyour words 
here, Such i not Schiſme in a furmul ſenſe, 
or quatenus tale, as /ach an atlive uns 
Juſt ſeparation of others. And again , our 
propoſiticu (tay you) 1 moſt true. For no 
unjuſt ative ſeparation of others from the 
Church, 
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Church, ſtanding in the ſole formality , wr 
irtrinſecall notion of ſuch an aftive [epara- 
tion, can properly be termed Schiſme. Now 
at length, ſurely, you are underſtood by 
us, as you would be underſtood. Againſt 
this you could not bur know , remember 
and conſider , when you wrote this laſt 
explication of your ſelves, that we had 
all along offered to yon this diſcourſe, to 
revince the untruth of your former expli- 
cation, That ſome voluntary active un- 
juſt ſeparation of others, fomeunjuſt ſe- 
paration or ejeQing, fafd we, that's in- 
flicted for ſome unjvit cauſe , particular- 
ly when inflited on the Brethren con- 
feſledly, lively members of Chriſt , onely 
for their keeping due Catholique Com- 
munion (which is one unjuſt cauſe ſurely, 
that renders any Excommunication , or 
Ejection inflited for that ſole cauſe, 
quatenns tale, properly and formally an 
unjuſt Excommunication) then and ſo 
often _ ſuch active unjuſt ſeparati- 
on of others, and now we addequatenss 
tale, ai ſuch an aftive unjuſt Separation of 
others, (otic are-your words) is proper- 
lySchifme.- Þ | | 
We hope this our Affirmation firſt is 
- .c; fully 
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fully ad oppoſitam., and that it 1sno So- 
phiſme (s 90707) toinferre,' that if this 
be true, then your aſſertion, and your 
own explication of your Definition is 
overthrown,and conſequently your Deti- 
nition is null and void. But now we ſub- 
fume; this our Affirmation is moſt true : 
Therefore your aſſertion, andexplication 
of your Definition, and' your Definition 
it ſelf are nor ſo. The 27; we thus 
ſhew to be true. That aQtive Separation 
of others, which is therefore rendered 
Schiſmaricall , becauſe inflifted for no 
other, fave onely ſome unjuft cauſe 7; 
materia jury objected to them , is there- 
fore rendered Schiſmaticall , becauſe it is 
fuch an active unjuſt Separation of 
others, or quaten tale : But ſome active 
Separation of others is therefore render- 


ed Schiſmaticall, becauſe inflicted for no- 


other, ſave onely ſome unjuſt cauſe iz 
materia juris objerted to them : Ergo, 
ſome aRive ſeparation of others is there- 
fore rendered Schiſmaticall, becaxſ? it is 


ſuch an active ſeparation of others , or | 


quatenus tale, : 


The :jor of this Syllogiſme wethus | 


| Made good. If in any aQtive Separa- 


* 
8 


Kon | 


A aw SS a 8 «= 


A. 9% > a AB ak _ Aw _ Fo 4... 


The Catholiques definition defended. 275 
tion whatſoever of others, being inflicted 
for no other ſave onely ſome | unjuſt 
cauſe, &c. can and doth render. ſuch 
active Separation of others, quatenus Ia- 
le, as inflicted for no other , but for ſome 
unjuſt cauſe, eſſentially , neceſſarily, and 


. formally an aRive unjuſt Separation of 


others, then that ative ſeparation of 
others, which is therefore rendered Schiſ- 
maticall, becauſe inflicted for no other, 
fave onely fome unjuſt cauſe, &c. is 
alſo therefore rendered Schiſmaricall , be- 
cauſe it is ſuch an active unjuſt Separati- 
on of. others, or quarenus tale, But in 
any active: Separation whatſoever of 
others, the being inflicted for no othe”, 
fave onely ſome unjuſt cauſe, &c, can and 
doth render ſuch active Separation of 
others , quatexus tale, (as done. for no 


.other?, but for ſome unjuſt cauſe, &c.): 


eſſentially , neceſſarily, and formally an. 
ative unjuſt Separation of others: 
Ergo. , 

The ior, or ſecond propoſition of 
our ſecond Syllogilme, viz. Some active: 
Separation of others is therefore render- 
ed Schiſmaticall b- cauſe inflited'for no- 
other, ſave onely ſome unjuſt. cauſe 3» 
materia. 
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materia juris objected tothem , we thus 
prove. NN LY a 
That active. Separation - of others, 
which is therefore” rendered ©chiſmari.. 
cal], becauſe inflicted for no other cauſe 
in materigjurss objected to them , fave 
onely for their keeping due Catholique | 
Communion, is therefore rendered Schiſ- 
maticall , becauſe inflicted for no other, 
fave onely ſome unjuſt cauſe , &c. #1 ma- 
teria juris objected to them, But ſome | 
active Separation of others 1s therefore 
rendered Schiſmaticall , becauſe inflited 
for no other cauſe i» materia jwrrs ob- 
xected to them, fave onely for their keep- 
ing due Catholique Communion. Ergo, 
ſome activeSeparation of others is there. 
fore rendered Schifmaticall , becauſe in- 
flicted for no other, fave onely ſome un- 
juſt cauſe in» materia juris objeted to 
them. Qzod erat demonftranaum, 
The 2Lajo7 of this Syllogilme is mani- 
feſtly true, if this be but ſo (which is 
moſt manifeſt) that co tnfltt on others 
Separation from the Church for no other 
cauſe, fave onely for their keeping due 
Catholique Communion, is: to inflict 
at for no other cauſe , ſave ſome unjuſt 
0G ONE, 


3 


> 
- 
A 
we 


one, which isas true, as that that cauſe 
obzeced+ is , moſt certainly an unjuſt 
On #X ; he» * A 

The or of: this fourth Syllogiſme, 
which is all that can remain to be pro. 
ved, viz. That ſome aQtive Separation of 
others is therefore rendered Schiſmaticall, 
becauſe inflited for no other cauſe. i; 
materia juris objeRted to them ,” ſave 
onely for the keeping due Catholique 
Communion. 

This madge you, if we ſhewit not now 
at laſt your own. confeſſion, - which 
(chough you may diſdain to have it faid, 
yer the 1mpartiall Auditonrs 'may diſcern 
to have been extorted from you by our 
Arguments. bed 

(Argument 3, againſt our Propoſition) 
your Confeſſion, I fay , ſpeaks this. 7; 
our preſent caſe, when one , (that is-, any 
one, by your own rule) z &jefed mzjnſtly 
out of the Church for this onely reaſon , be= 
cauſe he keeps due Catholique Communion, 
that reaſon operating, &c. renders the eje- 
&ion Schiſmaticall. © , 1 
-: "Thus:you fee;, as to: our .refuting of 
your Afertion,- and your Exptication of 
your Definition, ando of your Definiti- 
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278 The Catholiques definition defended, 
on,as it is yours and allowed us to under- 
ſtand, and alſo as to our whole Contro- 
verſic hitherto at all moved , we neeEnot 
defend againſt you any more, then that 
ſome unjuſt active Separation of others, 
as ſuch unjuſt ative Separation of others, 
is truly and properly Schiſmaticall That 
ſome unjuſtice at leaſt in the ative Sepa- 
ration of others, (andadde , if you will 
alſo, in the Dterdit and Suſpenſion of 
others) may render it Schiſmaticall , whe- 
ther all injuſtice do ſo in ſomegdegree or 
other, when properly , formally , and 
manifeſtly it is injuſtice, (though we owe 
it not to you by any juſtice; as yet, 
whileſt we are controverting about the 
Explication) out of our love to charity, 
and juſt hatred of all forts of Schiſme, 
which our Definition includes more then 
yours, andout ofa crue defireto bring 
the controverſie on all parts toa ſpeedy 
and clear iſſue, (as (hall be poſſible ro us) 
we ſhall preſently acquaint you clearly 
with our full ſenſe therein, and about the 
formalis ratio , wherein all: Schiſmes 
agree: Hence then having: good rea. 
fon to fuppoſe. your detinition alrea- 
dy diſproved, and that we: have al- 
ready 
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ready done 'what ever is needfull- to 
do, though we ſhould adde- no more, 
&C. 

And now (to uſe your own words in this 
paper) give us leave to take notice of thu 
paſſage of yours extorted from you by the 
force of truth; and compare it with your de-. 
fence and explication of your Definition. 
He who ſeparates another aftively b 
Excommunication from the Church, &c. 


_ cannot himſelf be a Schiſmatique. Where 


your Propoſition, He who ſeparates, &c. If 
it be an univerſall Propeftion,as it muſt be, 
if you will prove any thing , or ſpeak, Logi= 


cally (as you have given the law to us in 


your Argument next before this , and we 


ſubmitted to it) muſt ſay thus much , No 
one, who ſeparates another aRtively by 
Excommunication from the Church , can 
himſelf be a Schiſmatique : which ſeerely is 
contradiftions to your other Propoſition, 
which you lay down here in theſe words, 
SomeaRive unjuſt Excommunicating of 
others is rendred *chiſinaticall , and 
therefore ſurely is Schiſmaticatl , or elſe it 
# not what it rs rendred, whenit is ſo ren- 
dred; and then indeed we might be deces- 
wed; for a man. might render himſelf 
gua/tp 


280 The Catholiques definition defended. 


guilty of Schiſme, and yet not. be guilty of 
1; 


Newt you deliver, that an unjuft Ex- 
communica:ion , when it 8 S$chiſmaticall, 
hath alwayes fome accidental externall 
reaſon adjoyned to the unjuſt Excommus 
. nication, which renders it ſchiſmaticall : 

And then you ſay alſo in onr preſent caſe, 
if when one ,; that i any one, #: ejetted nn- 
juſtly ont of the ('hurch, for Thus onely rea- 
ſon, becauſe he keeps due Catholique 
Communion; that reaſon eptrating, &&c. 
renders the ejeftion ſchiſmaticall. Now 
how the unjuſt cauſe, or reaſon, which you 
bere ſuppoſe to be the motive, and which 
being the motive, and unjuſt, doth neceſſa- 
rily and eſſentially render that att of ſuch 
ejefting athers out of the ({hurcb an unjuſt 
 Ejettion, can yet be {aid to be onely an ad- 
Joyned accidentall reaſon of ſuch unjuſt 
&jefttion, or excommunication, which ren- 
ders it [miſmaticall , we profeſs not to un- 
derſtkand, That which i but accidentally 
adjoyned may be removed , and the thing 
left what itt was. Now if you remove 
that which you here ſmppoſe the reaſon of 
the unjuſtice-of the Excommunication, 
(which ou here recite $0 be that uvinft 
£4u{e 
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cauſe onely , becauſe they; keep due -Ca- 
tholique Communion) 'yox remove away 
the reaſon: of the ſchiſmaticalueſſe of the 
Excommunication ; or elſe you can, (which 
we adventire to ſay, you will never be able 
to do) aſſigne ſome'other reaſon of the (chiſ= 
maticalueſſe of- ſuch Excommunication, 
which you acknowledge rendred ſuch , be- 


 Canſe done for that: onely reaſon, or anjuSt 


cauſe, ſeparated from all unjuſtice of the 
E xcommunication : which if yon think 
Jeu Can, we pray you, name'it ,, and we 


"will undertake to prove it, ether no reaſon 
of the Schiſmaticalueſſe, or a reaſon of the 


unjuſtice of Excommunication', and that 
unjuſtice to have cauſed the Schiſmatical- 


neſſe: And all this , before you go about 


it, we-thus evince-by this following Diſe 
courſe, to be a vain undertaking: rae 
Some thing that was the unjuſt cauſe, or 
motive (in your now ſuppoſed caſe ) ren- 
dred the Ejettion [chiſmaticall, Bmnt 


whatſoever 'was the unjuſt cauſe; or motive 


(in. your now ſuppoſed caſe). renared the 


Excommunication xnjuſt. Therefore ſome- 
thing that rendred the Excommunication 
unjuſt (in your now ſuppoſed caſe) ren- 
dred it ſchiſmaticall. 

end 
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.: And conſtquently. it: follows), that that 


- which rendred the Excommunication nnjuf 
(and (o' was efſentiall tothat nnjuſt Ex. 
COmMunication, as 5t was. {0 an. unjuſt one) 

45 ot: an. externall accidentall. adjund} ti 

. the. unjuſt  Excommunication $i ah, we bave 

| proved? and therefore, neither to the: Schiſ: 

maticalneſs of that Excommunication , fo 
our former already proved Concluſion ;. be 
canſe we ſay , we have proved , that (ſome: 
thing which rendred the Excommunication 


q 


unjuſt , rendredit Sehiſmaticall ::: T here-gy 
fore ſome Schiſmaticalneſs at - leaſt. .(h.e 


ſome gu#lr of Schiſme 5 produced by an- un 
juſt Excommunication, as\ich , and ſo ni 
onely this your Propoſition of an external 


accidentall inſtutnce of ſomtthing beſide thi 


#njuſtice upon the Schiſmaticalneſs of th 
Excommunication is. overthrown ; but al 
ſ* your Definition it ſelf, wherein you pro 
feſs , in your defenſe and explanation of i 
here and elſewhere, that no unjuſt Excon 


munication, or ſeparating of others, as ſuch 
' without ſome adjuntt externall , or accider 
tall to the unjuſt Excommunication , cath 


properly be termed Schiſme, nor was i 


tended in your Definition. And this we dr 
fire you to attend and ſpeakto , as the main 


matte 


f. | rhe Cirholiquer dsfinition defended. By 
atter of Controverſie hitherto betwixt me, 

nd not a diverſion external to the Canſe; 

1 was almoſt cone half of this your laſt pa- 
Jiher ; all introduced with this Preface , And 

; tohere you will give us leave to takenotice 
zÞfanother paſſage of yours, which paſſage 
pas a paſſage indeed altogether external to 
principal queſtion in hand, and uccor- 
Singly in all your following Diſcongſe, 
which is well mgh half of the whole) you 

apr ſme” the overthrowing that paſ e of 
Wars \ (by nine Arguments \'w ib Jer 

w will never be able to confute;\' 0) 

To proceed, whereas next you ſay , in an 

muſt Excommunication , ' what ever is 

ate reajon, that renders it Schiſmaticall, 
 thiih ſeparates the Bjeftonr from the Charch, 
tht conſequently," (as we ſaid) but prima- 
ly, formally, and eſſentially ,, we having 
ved above, that the unjuſtice of the Ex- 
munication is that reaſon, we do now ye- 

ly to you, that when it is ſaid, the ſchiſma- 

call anjuſt Excommunicatour ſeparates 
derimſelf from the whole Church, 'it muſt be 
peant, either that he voluntarily ſeparates 
1imſelf , or unvoluntarily,. If it be ſaid 
voluntarily (as ſould be ſaid in your 
Arſe) then we deny , that ſuch S _ 

; tca 


284. The Catholjques definition defended. [7 
ticall. unjuſt. Excommunicatonr doth at aff 
[neceſſarily ſeparate himſelf from the whole 
Church : but if unvoluntarily (as wþ# 
_meay, when we ſay conſequently ) then wi 
affirm, that he thus ſeparating himſelf fra) 
the internall Communion of :all. the ls velf® 
members of. Chriſts Body, (which is enougp" 
for the affirming, that he ſeparates himſþs 
ſelf mm ſome true ſenſe from the Charchf + 
. doth it onely conſequently , 'as the effet# of $) 
meritorious cauſe, (which is the way of hig 1 
.Canſing it ) 1s.i order of the nature of an. 
Fett conſequent to ſuch a cauſe. We bavff% 
nothing further to conſider in this Para: 
graph, bat to obſerve and to mi we ow, how 
ſtrangely , in the midſt of your Meraphyj® 
call aiſquifition of cauſes.,) formall , finaliſt 
'accidentall, &c. you term that unjuſt miſt 
tive of your ſuppoſed unjuſt Ejeftonr, ( vie 
T hat he doth it for this onely provocation 
| Becauſe they keep due. Catholique Com 
_munion) yo# terms it we ſay, and that vero 
frraxgely ,.4 reaſon, operating-in gener 
 cauſz finalis, (which if you thinkevery im 
 pulſrve canſe to be , you are', we think 
much miſtaken. For that which i here a}. 
knowledged to operate as a provica tiouWe 
which he would revenge, cannit be the finall| 
cauſe ; 
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$inſe;, which: 4s. alwajes the thing we: 
ke, intend, and aim at : and though the re= 

\ wihenge be by him intended, yet the proveca- 
who (whether. juſt or unjuſt). 15 Jaoks: nepon. 
$1 the unjuſt Ejeftonr ," (and ſo operates 
01. bins) | as the meritorious Cauſe; 
hh 55 , In genere Cauſz Efficien- 


at 
phy 
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rc But becauſe you have inſiſted rather ap- 
Z of $p your Explication, then your Definition, 
f hify the managing this pretended Contra= 
ii 11. rs | us, 1%, 'T hat Separation ts 
haven for Separation of ones ſelf, we de- 
Marafire to know, whether ones ſelf be words of 
honour Definition, or no : if they be not , why 
hbyſt you them tn your Argument, 4s a part. 
nallererof ? If they be, thew we ſuppoſe the 
? mfomer words one part are now. become no 
"viart of your Definition; for one other # 
tions well one part , as ones ſelf. And then 


om Fwmember your own words , viz, Which 
verou: are obliged: neither to deſtroy, nor 


nerter in the og of your. Diſcourſe, 
/ inFleſſe you diſallow of your own Deti- 
10k Wition. © 51 

early To anſwer yet further to your altered 
tionWefinition, we do ſtill objeft, if you put ones 
nal inſtead of one part , (as you bave done. 
uſe ; in 
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in this Argument ) that your Definition $0 
ftill inconvertible ; but not upon the ſam 14 
ground, upon which we firſt objelted the inJj#0t 
convertibilet}. For before your Definitunſ 4 
WAS.narrower, and impoſſible to be extend the 
ed ſofar as your Definition, (which it oughQab! 
to be ) and now your Definition is. narrowrthe 
and impoſſible to be extended ſo far as youſone 
Definitum (which it owght to' be.,) For woScl 
prove, there is ſamething Schiſme , whichJ}ne/ 
uot: 4 voluntary Separation of ones ſelffiter 
Neither 45 there: any contradittion bet werffif 0 
this our Objeftion, and Firmilians Propoſei7 
tion, as Jou pretend. nor are we , upow tht#r 
maintaining of that Propoſition, bound bis 
aamit your Definition to be true and confll 
wvertible, as yow (ay. For though we admit 
thar every criminall Separation of anoth 
becomes conſequentially the Separation ( 
ones ſelf ,, yet we do not ſay, that ſuch a (« 
paration is a voluntary Separation of oneff 
ſelf. . Therefore notwithſtanding * the  Prafijr- 
poſition taken out of Firmilian, be 1m4intainþ 
ed by us, we wbjett ftill inconvertibiliry 1 
your altered Definition thus, | 

Though every voluntary ſeparation of" 
ones ſelf be Schiſme, yet. every Schiſme | #1 
net voluntary ſeparation of ones ſelf : Ani 

Of 
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E 


y Jour reaſon is , becauſe ſome voluntary Se- 
an jaration of another is Schiſme ;\ und yet 'te 
 influet 14 voluntary Separation of onts ſelf. 
run 4d though Firmilian /ay',' *har Stephen 
end he-Biſpop of Rome , while he'thoughe t0 be 
uohfable ro cut off,or abſtain ſo many Floths and 
nweſtheir Paſtonrs , had cut off himſelf , and 
nonſonely cut off himſelf, and addes, 1lle vere 
y yISchiſmaticus eſt, &c.' - Tet the volantari- 
chi$ne(5, and purpoſe of the Aft of Stephen was 


ſeffiermnated ro the ſeparating and. cutting 


veelhef other's, and not to the cutting off of him- 
poſR/elf. *T was in his formal intention a-volun- 
 rhtery cutting off of thoſe others, but not in 
d bis formall intention a voluntary cutting off 
conllif himſelf. And hence it appears, that not 
illlony ſuch cutting off ones ſelf as that was, 

theſis 4 voluntary cutting off ones felf : and 
4 ts your ſelves maintain and contend for 
: [fn ſome caſe of acknowledged unjuſt ſepa- 
onef}ating of others, while you ſay, ene may ſe= 
Prolfitarate another wnjuſtly , and not onely have 
dio will to ſeparate himſelf, but aw expreſſe 
9 pr" not to ſeparate : and ſo the conſequent 

aration (which we pretend ) ſay you, 

1 dyonld be onely* paſſive and anvoluntary. 

ne M7 bus then the inconvertib#ity of your de fi- 
Anſpition 7 nat relieved by our maintamng 

0# Firmt- 
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Firmilians. words: For ef this: propoſition} . 
every: Schiſme-is a. voluntary. ſeparating | , 
ones ſelf) be falſe, as.it u certainly falſe, ; 
if you. ſfpeak.0: you profeſſe;to ſpeak, in ſen-J * ; 
7 
V 


ſu; formali, hen. your Definition 15 falſe 11 
that which is eſſentiall.ts,the trath of a Dt- 

© to "Cigertibility : becauſe] ;; 
though every voluntary ſeparation of one} », 
ſelf from the whole true-wifible:;Church be] 


finition, Viz. 4s" to 'G 


 Schiſme'g yet it 5s. not. true-; that every yy 


Schiſme #5. 4 voluntary ſeparating. ones ſelf 70, 
from the whole true vifibleCharch of Chriſt (:, 
And becauſe you ſay , you would gladly po 
know from 1s, what other ſingle notion ther [21 
can be' nominated', wherein the eſſence if of t 
Schiſme conſiſts, &c. and further beſecchl ſc 
245 to: ſatisfie you tn this difficulty, we wont 1+ 
be ſorry to fail you herein , and we make Reg 
zo difficulty again ro affirme , that that whi 
wherein the eſſence of. S chiſme conſiſt S, Al will 
rb;s,, The ſingle notion of that wutharitay ſcp, 
bleneſſe; which 5 an injurious - ating of thill 14; 
Will (elicite or imperare ) to the violation off him 
the Bona-aud Benefit of Eccleſiaſticall ex] nia 
zernall Communion. If you now ſtill reſfliihe:; 
unſatisfied, it 25 not our fault, who charita ſepa; 
bly fellow Jeu, whitherſoever you call us. liah! 
. To Jour fourth | Argument, A Priori of hi, 
1 We 


| we ſay, That. voluntary ſeparating anther 
= if Jou do ( 4s here. you do) ſpeak. of them 
[ 


generally, and in Theli, made the one conſe- 
queutially to. tutrodace the other.: For feme 
-| volantary ſeparating. another is. not fepares 


. we never ſaid , nor ;thinght it was ; yea; 
ld when the ſeparation is ff we have, befure 
Jou, plainly. ſaid the contrary,” But if 
you conſider unjuſt ſeparation of others with 
ſeparation. of our ſelves, we ſa). in this Hy- 
pothelis, ayd\/ay. conſtaxtly and truly, that 
i /?paration of one ſelf follows the unjuſtice 
of the {eparation - of, another , the internal 
ſeparation of ones ſelf", the externall ſepa- 
ration of another. . And to conclade this 
Reply; with, our, true | ſenſe. in this; caſe, 
which yow by your Arguments - ſeem: not 
, þ willing hitherto to. underſtand; He which 
144 ſeparateth others. unjuſtly from the Com- 
thi munion of the whole Church., ſeparateth 
3 off himſelf both from the . externall: Commu- 
ex niow of  thoſe,,w hom he ſeparateth, and from 
rel the:internall Communion of, thoſe whom he 
144 ſeparateth not.; and makes himſelf further 
5. Blake tobe ſeparated (by the juſt ſentence 
of bis Swperiours ) even from the externall 
| | Commu- 
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and. ſeparating our ſelves, are not by-21, - 


( ting our ſelves from the ſame: Community, 
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Communion of thoſe alſo ; whow' be doth not || 


at all.pretend to ſeparate. Aniif you ſponld 
Fer perſſt ney woo theſe ſeparations 
(of this conſtitution) do no more introduce, 
or infer the one the other , then Hinmbility 
dath Rifibility, or Colour, Sound ; we de- 
light not to appeal to the Auditors with 4 
rifum: teneatis ? thowgh the joyning theſe 
70., Hinnibility and Riſibility , the Poet 
judged a fit occaſion for it in hi Humano 
capiti cervicem equinam ; bxt we will more 
ſoberly apply oxy ſelves to you , andwith 
kefſe naiſe, Dic, Quintiliane, colorem. 
| C. 29. 

The contradiction which you urge 
againft-us , in your Anſwer to our third 
Reaſon,is »z/. For the firſt propofition is 
is to be underſtood (as we urged before, 
tn the like caſe) in /e»ſz formali, and ſo 
no-urjjuſt Excommunicator of others can 
be a Sciſmatique, that is, i» quantnam, in 
fo much onely as he isan unjuſt Excom- 
Mmunicatour: and the ſecond propoſition 


it taken ſenſu materials; ic becoming || 


fchifmaticall not preciſely ,- becauſe ir is 
j1ſf, but becanſe ir ha's an adjun& 
joyned to it, which contains # voluntary 
ſeparation of ſuch an Excommunicatour 


from 
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ſon, as it 1s onely #njuſt, an 
is neither accidentall to that a&, nor con- 


fr 0 the Chur <<, to wit, contempt and rt- 
jJetF40n of -Catholique Communion. © You 


diſcourſe” very intricately about” the in- 


juſtice'of this a& of excommunicatins 
others for keeping due Catholique Com- 
»union , andiay , That becanfethis rea- 
ſon, for keeping Catholque Communi- 
on, i5 an unjuſt cauſe 6f Extommunicati- | 
0h , thetefore it is noaccidentall adjunt 


' to theinjufticebf the” Excommunication 
- done for that reaſon alone. We anſwer, 


by diſtinguiſhing two Formalities in ex. 
communicating others for that reaſon. 
The firſt is of Djuftice; the ſecond, of 
Hatred and Contempt of Catholique com- 
munion. Standing Pepe in that rea- 

no more, it 


ſtitutive 'of the ſchiſmaticalneſſe of it , 


bur as conſidered under the formality of 


the Contempt 'of Catholique Commu- 
nion, itis accidentall to the unjuſtice of 
that a&, as Metaphyficall reaſons can be 


| accidental: that is, ſo long as it is con- 


ſidered under the -formality of UVnjuſtice 
aloe, it will render the a& »»jz//,though 
it had not the other formaliry of the Con- 


tempt of Catholique Communion. For an 


O2 unjuſt 
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unjuſt a&t,qua tals, may he aninfs,though 
ic have not.that;, formality of Contempt 
adjoyned to; it..; This accidentall. forma- 


lity-therefore of Contempt alone, qua ta- 


l:;, xenders thatunjuſt Excommunication 
forinally ſchiſmaticall. And by this di- 
ſtinRion your difficulty is ſolved, and the 
Syllogiſme aaſwered. :XOR-L, anſwer di, 
reQly to your, or, by .diftinguiſhing 


fomething that, was. the unjuſt cauſe, or - 
motive, rendred the 'Excommunication , 


{chiſmaticall, under the formality of the 


Injuſtice of it preciſely, Ideny.it ; under - 


ehe formality of a+ Contemp; of- Church 


' Communion contained in it, I grant your 


AMayr, And in like manner (granting 
your 44;nor ) I diſtinguiſh your. conſe. 
quence. And that you may ſee the un- 
efficaciouſneſſe of this your reaſoning, 1 
put you a like Syllogiſme to yours, thus, 
1n another matter like this wherein yours 
is framed, whereof even the unlearned 
are capable. Suppoſe. that one, who 
holds, that every injurionsExpullion, or 
Baniſhmenr, of others, »z 7a/zx, meerly as 
it is an unjult Baniſhment, is Treaſonand 
Rebellion, againit one, who acknowled- 
ges, that if it be done for this ſole end, 
becauſe 


taken ann  o©m©wm GG Aa _ 


due” Obedience' to: the chief Mapifſtrare 


an®>Fidefity--r6:ithe. Commonwealth! 


os 
pl 


ſhould uſt this Syllopiltle'to' prove his 


_ Paradox, likeinevery reſpect of che form 
to yours; -. Something that was the unjuſt 
cauſe;-or wn en a tyn ſuppoſed caſe) 
rendred/:thebanifhment irebellious: Bur: 
whatſoeverwasthetrunjuſt'cauſe, or mo- 
tive (in our ſuppoſed. caſe)” rendredthe 
baniſhment vnjuft-: Therefore ſomething 
that \rendred the -baniſhment unjuſt (in 
our ſuppoſed caſe) rendred 'it rebellious, 
Who ſees not{'thatthis Syllopiſme; wher! 
1tſhould-conclude's /eyſ#>formali;ot"tn 
an-unjuſt|baniſhment, as it is jt, 'con- 
cludes onely.1nſenſn.materiali, as you do. 
Qrirthis veryiſarve- matter.:of: Schiſme, 
I,draw:@icantrary: Gqnclufion) to-yours ; 
qutiof-aSyllogilmeiin the: fameform , i; 
ſenſu formali. Lori 

--- Something that- was a: Conte.npt of 
Catholique; Communion rendred the Ex- 
communication ſchiſmaticall. - But what - 
ſoever 'was.. a Contempt of Catholique 
Commiunion rendred.the Excommunica- 
tion ſeparative of: the Excommunicatour 
from the vigble Church, Therefore ſome- 
neg, O 3 thing 
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becauſe he;who'is unjuſtly baniſhed, keeps- 


oy 
—— 


1 Io + 


9 i 4 


" * $ —_— po_ 
_- _ I ee ns 
- 4 et WRITER mo WT m 


294 The Catholiques definition defended. 
thing that rendred the Excommuntcation 
ſeparative'of the; Excommunicatour from 
the viſible Church ,-rendred-the'Excom- 
' miinication fchiſmaticall-' This 'SyYo- 
_ giſme , framed of the very; ſame a, 
whereof yours was framed; anfers legit 
mately a:contrary-conſequennee;; and-that 
truly and formally, which ybursdid one- 


ly fallaciouſly and :materially:. /Whetice 


you can never infer effeually , (as you 
here do). that ſome ſchiſmaticalneſſe-1s 


produced by ſome unjuft Excommunica. - 
tion, as /xcb : for neither have you the' 


teri 4s ſ#ch:, in your: Syllogilme griei 
ther png follow man ag wehave 
ſhewed. And: hence-atfo is: Clearly:arr- 
ſwered your long Line pap./18. and 19, 
to prove this. -For you neither have pro- 
ved, nor can ever prove, thatthouph the 
unjuſt Excommunication there mention 
ed be inflited for no other.then'an un- 
Juſt cauſe, that that unjuſt cauſe renders 
the Excommunication ſchiſmaticall meer- 
ly quatenies tale; as ſuch'; Or, as itiv un» 
juſt, that'is, for the [/o/e3»j»ſtice of it; und 
for no other formality comprized init. 
unleſfe you prove, that the reaſon, 5+. 
for keeping due Km or" 
| at 
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hath no -other formaliry, capable toren-. 
der it ſchiſmaticall, ſave that of #ninftice , 
which you have-not provedit hath aoc, 
and we bave;-provedit hath,, | 

| Your ſaying , Peg. 33. That he who 
ſeparates others juſtly » Jeparates him- 
ſelf involuntarily from the internal Com- 
munion of the lively members of Chriſts 
Body, 6c. ſeems tous yery ſtrange Divi- 
nity. For if he voluntarily rommit thar 
fin of Unjuſtice., which; he knows ſepa- 
rates him eſſentially and formally frem 
that internall Communion , with Chriſt 
and his lively members, -bow can he fepa- 
ratein that manner himſelf from them 
involuntarily > Pag 33. we callthatmos 
tive of ſeparating others, 8c; forkeep- 
ing due Catholique Communion perry? 
canſe frnalss., becauſe icrs done in proſe. | 
curtort of his; tyicked Contempt of Ca+ 
tholique Commimion, asa wedium to ts 
_ tain the effeQing of his ſciſmaticallin- 
tentions, and participating of that dÞ- 
jecive malice, which this ſchiſmarticall 
Excommunicatour intends. 

.-P.zo. Weſpeak of one coftradition; 
and you of another: 7bid, To your de- 
mand, whether oe /#!f be words of our 

O 4 Deh- 


Definition or'no, weanſwer; ' (as we have 
already- done) that'the word one part 1s 
tobe underſtood''of the perſon Tepara- 
ting, and of no other, -in the Definition 
of Schiſme, and may corinaturally be ſo 
- underſtood in outs. Fol.'30. P. 18. your 
proving our Definition inconvettible, be- 
cauſe there may be ſome Schiſme; v1z. 
unjuſt ſeparation of another for" keeping 
Catholique Communion , which is not a 
voluntary ſeparation of .ones ſelf, might 
have been ſpared, -if you had attended to 
our diſcourſe in: the fourth reaſon: For 


if, as we ſay there, ' an ative ſeparation of 


others never be-ſthiſmaticall, but when the 
reaſon adioyned. to it includes eſſentially a 
ſeparation of ones ſelf, &c. That ſepara- 
tion ſo-included muſt needs be voluntary; 
ſeeing the motive including it. eſſentially, 
movesthe Separatour to elicite freely:and 
voluntarily that act. You have there- 
fore hitherto given no dire& anſwer at all 
to this fourth Reaſon. For the inſtance 
of Firmilians words import nothing, un- 
leſſe it be firſt proved, that Steven ex- 
conimunicated them onely for this rea- 
ſon , becauſe they kept due Catholique 
Communion ; which neither'is, nor can 

| be 
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Sade, alien. as 7 


Ay 


Sd Y PAA, | and t bug: | hm pane, fron fond BY a 


bepraved.” And as little your. citing our 

words for-;the- unvoluntatineſſe of. ſome 

_ ſeparation: fram! the Church ,-for neither 
ſpeak: we; of: 4, ſeparation done forthat 
ſole reaſon.; * © 

-'Thus P, 31.* you deſcend to your ſin- 
ole- and, eſſentiall notion. of Schiſme, 
which we, will defer;, tilhwe. have briefly 
replied-to what,you: ay. i in confuration of 
Our- Arguments, becauſe it requires., as 
being of- main importance-,-a parricular 
conſideration. 

-P.31. num. 5.- Therefore. we treated 
the not. making good your Definition, to 
gain time, and contra. this indire&.dif- 
ficulty about the-nature of Schiſme, with 
all ſpeed (ir being ſo much deſired by the: 


Auditory) and by way of preyention to: | 


ayoidas long a Diſputation, about your 
Definition, as.we have had, and arelike- 
ly to have ( if ſome means of ContraQion 
be not provided) about ours. And there- 
fore we ſaid , that your Deiinitiouwas: 
not ,onely proved (for that might well 
have paſſed) bur infringed by your Ar-' 
gument. and inſtance againſt us: And 
therefore we ſay, That you can, never * 


make goud, nar proceed conſequently to: Jour 
O Þ D efini= 
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Defanition, ce.  Atd: the reaſon is, *be* 
cauſe that (inſtanceof ſome unjuſt + ſep 


ration'of others, whict if you have ipe- 


cified/cotichdes nothing apainſt- cur De- 
finition , as it is preciſely under the for- 
mality of anunjtft ſepatation of others 
but clearly convitices, that th&reaſon, or 
fortrizlity, which makesit formnally ſchif- 
thraticaſl', is the malice of feparation of 
ones ſelf” contained in it; which malice 
refpetedin its formall'conceipr, or n9+ 
tion, abſtracts from all injuftice to others, 
and may be formid, where no injuſtice'to- 
wards others by Ejetion ts committed. 
Now feeing that'that very a& , which 
oo bring againſt our Detinition , cons 
rrhes it; what hope isthete, that you 
can bring any to confirth yours. Y ovir 
alledging therefore ſome unjuſt Ejection 
of others againſt” our Definition, to-be 
{chiſmaricall, and that for a forthslity 
found there accidentafly to the preciſe irt- 
juſtice of it, which is not found'in aff-unjuſt 
EjeRions of others, you have neither ih- 
fringed our Definition , nor made good 
yours, nor proceeded cotiſequehtly ro it's 
which confequence required thit* you 
ſhould, art leaſt have produced forte one 
| unjuſt 
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 -utyuſt Efction of others, which:preciſc- 
ly by reaſon of the ſole: injuſtice of it 
done: to- another ,. is ſchiſmaricall;:and:- 
then: 2/paritare rations, youwouldtiaye 
confirmed your Definition, and proceed. 
ed conſequeritly toit :- For if for the fole- 
injuſtice of it to others in- that a& it had 
been ſchiſmaticall, all and every, or any 
ſuch unjuſt at would have been ſchiſma- 
ticall, which is your Definition, 

Fol. 31. p.10. num. 1. To your firſt 2 
priori, I anſwer, That ar Argument 4 pa- 
ritate, or ſimili,, when it contains inſtan- 
ces, which are known 4:prio:4, to have the 
like reafon,. that isin the thing to be pro-- 
yed, (as theſe are) are deſervedly termed 
Arguments 2 pri, All our inſtances: 
conclude alike ; for all of them ſtill re. 
main united to the Body , as is manfeſt; 
which was all we offered to prove by this 
firſt Argument, as appears by our words, 
and you do not, nor cannot deny; which. 
was dire&ly againſt. your poſition, That 
he, who unjuſtly. ſeparates another, cinſe- 
quentially. ſeparates himſelf from the 
Church : if you underſtand. thoſe laſt 
words of the viſible Church , as I have. 
ſhewed.you.did, and muſt. do, The im-. 

- mediate: 


mediate difficulty therefore treatedin this 
Argument (as in the reſt) was:not, whe- 
ther ſuch were Schiſmatiques: or no, 
(which.you:incoherently and inappoſitely 
ronch) but whether ſuch were. ſeparated 
Fram the Bodies, to which they before be- 
longed; which manifeſtly they are not. 
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- How the:'word Charch « 20 be; xyderflood in 
- this Controverſie: about the Definition of 
: Sehiſme, © | 


£ C. 30. 
| 1.-The firſh Argument: +; 


| A Nd here you will: give us leave to 
take notice of another paſſage of 
yours extorted from you by the force of 
Truth, viz, 'We; had indeed - our ſetves 
granted, yea contended, that he alſo, which 
ſeparaterh others unjuſtly from the C harch- 
Communion, aoth thereby indeed (if not ſe- 
parate before} conſequentially ſeparate hin 
ſelf from the Church. Thus you. Con 
cerning which words , your propoſition, 
He which ſeparateth others, &c. if-it be 
an univerſall propoſition , (as it muſt be, 
if you will prove any thing or ſpeak Lo- 
gically) it muſt ſay thus much , That eve- 
ry one, which ſeparates another unjuſtly, 
&c. . conſequentially - ſeparates himſelf 
from the Church.  Whence will _ | 
eft,. 
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firſt, that ifany lawful Biſhop ſhould out 
of ſpleen , or .envy, excoftmunicate any 
ſubje& of his for ſome pretended crime, 
which he knows to be falſd ,, that'Biſhop 
world conſdquentially. {eparate' » himſelf 
from the Church , and becomea fofmall 
Schiſmatique, and ſo be no member of the 
true viſible Church , much leſs a lawful. 
Paftour of it; and that all who commu. 
nicate with hirn ; ot acknotviedge his Au- 
thority, become alſo Schiſmatiques : 
which conſequence I think you will ſcarce 
follow. FURur 22 
| P, 30, | 


To your firſt Argument. we anſwer, 

hat (uch a binfull Biſhop as you there 
deſcribe , ents himſelf off -( az Fitmilian 
faid ) by bus emvieus, maliciuns, and unjuſt 
cating off another from Chrifts Rody, ex- 
wyint to that other ant benefit ( which you 
Cannot deny, Gid and Chriſt atlowed him ) 
of Gatholique Gommunion , and ſo abth ſe. 
pirate himſelf , in ſome important ſenſe, 
from the Body of Chriſt ; vim. he becomes u 
dead ember; and fo 4n Equivetall , and 


fo ud #6bey of Ghrifts Body, that ts.6f the | 


Churth , in forme priper arception of the 
Church : Vit $4.Paul, i Cor.6, rraches. 


That 


That no member-ofan Harlot' carnbe a 
member of 'Chrift,ar- che ſame time ; and 
[6 mot"of hiv Boaly's" 'whleh x emonglro\ypifts- 
file '0uv Þ drain from | den o_ 
of Firthilian,” "Bat 'whon from þ ar 

infer#s ; that -Biſhop td beconn nc 
membersf che crue 7 viſible Chorch, Kt 
lefſealawfull PaſtouroF-ir, and thacall 
which communicare with bit become at 
{6 Schiſmatiques; we dow the conſenmmee. 
For that member of ay Barks (#lo way 
be, = oft i ſnoh ſeveetly ) which 81. Paul 
faith, renner be a member of Chriſt, andl ſb 


Hot of 114 Boy May in anorher tcorprien of 


the word Chireh, be # BfMiop, or Paſtour, 
in the viſible Clinch ; and they which conp- 
municate with him be {6 far from being 

xilty of Schifpye thereby, thas they wontd 
Je com” fohiſmatieal, if they PIE 
ahnicate wir is, Rg | 
| iE:- -3 136 


-Conitertiay be. niet of the 
from 


word Chavth as entradiſitii 
the vilible Chaecti ; f6r &6 you ſay: þ 
24 yin: Om: OE 3'P; That k Paſſer 
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per. acception of the word 'Charech, &c. may 


1n.anther.acceptionof the wird Church, be 
a Biſhop in the viſible Church, we wonger 


exceedingly at ſo ſudden and unexpeRted 


a change.: For fromthe very firſt;propo- 
fall of our Definition (wherein we made 
expreſſe mention of the viſible;Church) 
till: this your preſent;Reply, there wasino 
other acception of the Church treated of, 
or-mentioned amongſt us;then.of. the vi- 
ſible Church. Secondly, yourender your 
own Propoſition dubious and- equivocall, 
without any light given to underſtand the 
different. acception. of the word Church 
mit, and; ſo: not/ intelligible ; which. is 
this, . That he who ſeparates other's, unjuſtly 
from the Church-communion, doth thereby 
conſequentially ſeparate himſelf from the 


Church. For in the former-part of this {| 


Propoſition , Church is. clearly taken for 
the v3/ble Church, andin the latter,you 
take it for the 5wi/6b/e, that is, for the 
lively'members of Chrift. Thirdly, you 
make this propoſition ,of yours to be 
falſe, for hethat ſeparates.qthersunjuſt- 
ly, ſeparates. not. lumielf.. from the-body 
 andlively,members of \Chriſt, con/equen- 
tally, but. formallyand. primarily. Forit 


that he alſo, whic 
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1sas impoſſible to conceive, that an un- 
juſt perſon ſhould be of: the- number of 
the juſt; as that'an'imprudent'man ſhould 
be of the'rinmber of - the -prudent. As 
therefore imprudence formally and pri- 
marily ſeparates him from the number of 
the prudent, and not conſequentially ;' ſo 


unjuſtice ſeparates this'from thenumber 


of the juſt formally and prima7ily,Butinot 
conſequientially.  Fourthly, -if you take 
Church in this your new ſenſe, you make 


your. diſcourſe inconſequent.* For you 


fell upon this propoſition, by treating this 


ſaying of 'outs;-T here wo attive ſepara - 


tion; fave that of ones ſelf, which can pro- 
perly be termed Schiſme;, whereupon: hp 
;mmediately-adde theſe words, We had 
indeed our ſelves granted, yea contended, 
; ſeparatei'others,” &'c. 

doth thereby indeed, (if ot ſeparate before) 
conſequentially Jeparare himſelf | from*the 
Church, Now ſeeing 'onr- words were 
clearly . underſtood of-a' fepartion from 
the viſible. Church , all: conſequence of 
doctrine required, that this ſeparation of 
ones ſelf from the Church: ſhould /berun- 
derſtood of no other, fave hz viſible 
Church : eſpecially ſeeing you joyn _ 
enſe 


bx 
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ſenſe of your Propoſition to that of ours þ« 
by the word a//o, faying, #e granted and th 
contenaed, that he alſs, who ſeparates mow | 
unjuſtly; &c. conſequently ſeparates him- fn 
ſelf a the Church Fifthly., your Pro» Pr 
poſition underſtood in this ſenſe, is not fa: 
proved, but diſproved by the words of fo 
Fixmilian , which you alledge - in your þu 
confirmation of it. For the whole Urift þ5 
of Firmulizn in that Epiſtle, is to dilate Þc1 
himſelf in the declaration of the viſible Þrc 
Church, proving ; that the- Baptiſme of he 
Heretiques was nx, becauſe performed þf 
by.thoſe , who were out: ofthe viſible ft 
Ch. and in the very. words cited by fe 
you, he defines him to be-a Schiſmatique, for 
Who hath made hinsſelf an Apoftate at 
the Communion of the Ecclefpaſtical Vuity; 01 
whych words cannot be ntderſtood but off 

one ſeparating himſelf fromrtheCominu- fp: 
nion of the whole vilible Church, (as youſve. 
affirme in the expl'cation of the formallhea 
reaſon of Schiſme hereafter :):for all Ec-ſhar 
cleſiaſticall Communion and Unity mulſtſÞn « 
be vidible, Sixthly, your Propoſition un-ſhat 
derſtood in this ſenſe is. made contradi-Fns. 
ctory. to. your Definition. of Schiſme.efo 
For you ſay , Schiſme # any volantaryſe. 


renting 


7s here to he mnderſtod. 
rs fenting, or ſeparating our: ſelves, &c. from 
2d he fr of Tri. Now though this. be 
rs Þuta:-parti.of your: Definition ,-yet.you 
v- [nut aſſert it> 10 ba! utiverſally- a true 
0» Propoſition z for no falſe /;Propoſition 
ot fan be a part of: a true Deftiition : there- 
of Jore this propoſition muſt betrue, | Bvery 
ur polantary renting;or ſeparatingioun ſelves, 
uit fre. from the. me: Bag of (Chriff) muſt be 


ate Pchifave; »But-if 'you undenſtand'this ſaid. 


ble Propoſition in this new acception of the 
a he LD. = will be —_—_ million 
ied þt. ary. ſeparations:,: ahd renting 
ble hnes ſelf: from the-vne body of Chriſt; or 
by be Ghorek'; which will -aot Be Schifine; 
ue, jor:fach ſeparatours ; or renters';Schiſ- 
row hatiques; unlefle you grant that.every 
55; portall Sin isaSchiſme, andevery mor- 
t ofþl Sinner ao Schjſmatique: *For all theſe 
nu- kparatechemfeives; from Chriſt and his 
youſvely body,whicti you here define>ro be 
nalleant by. the word Chwrrh; as appears 
Ec-ſpanifeſtly by yourciting 1 Co. 6, for the 
nuſth of Fornication ſo ſeparatings-and if 
ur-ſhat, 2 paritate rations, all other mortall 
adi-fins. Laſtly, hence appears, that as we 
[me.ſkfore affirmed, you were conſtrained by 
rary he force of Truth to advance the faid 
tag g Propo- 
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Propoſition, ſo may we'now affirm; thath.- 
theſame' Truth harhiput you-ypon a ne-ſ..... 
celfity to. give -this"anexpected: interpre-|. . 
ration of {itz whiclpthough for the preJC. 
ſent it mighe ſeem to! ſhift off our ArguJ ; 
ments, yet it will-now' appear'.to hav. . 
brought more inconvenienciesand diffi 
culcies with it. then were-:thoſe ;:.whicl $ 
you-endeavoured to *avoidby it: Upotfing 
the ſettling therefore the underſtandingſwhe 
1n the-ſecond-part- of: your. ſaid:PropoſiBi(h 
tion, by the word Chxreh, no. other, ſavyſho! 
open Church,  whereof' we:have hifyre 
to theinfirſ force!; ry uvire .anotheſthen 
ſolition:,'then what":you -have given tþrea 
them.: Andall your ſolutions dependinffour 
upon this-your, new acception' 'of. thÞaſt 
Chixch, loſe :all force :ro-dotve: our. Agy fr 
: guments; becauſe they:betametineffeRupþy c 
by proceeding; upon a falſe:ground ;-'anfhoſ 
ſo require no anſwer atall:from.us, titherr 
our preſent oppugnationof the ground QIfo | 
them be infringed; ©! 4-1 6 - fo Ghent 
[NTIGN 19716 18 eo | ollo 
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ef}. 2. The ſecond Argument, concerning 
v 


the Biſhop of Rome being a part of the 


ve - 5fible | Church, 
k 


<> Secondly, hence will follow , that ſee- 
fling the Biſhop. of. Rowe and all Prelates, 


ffBiſhop of - Conſtantinople, and: all the Bi- 
vWhopsand Paſtours of his party,either, z 
lire, or, ab homine ,. excdmmunicate all 
fho hold many of your .Tenets againſt 
nethem ;- and have done fo, at leaſt ſince the 
1 tÞreat Councel of Lateran, that for thele 
infour hundred years al! thoſe Biſhops and 
Paſtours have been ſeparated conſequent- 
Agy from Chriſts true viſible. Church ,, and 
udSy conſequence, that all the people of 
anthoſe Churches, by communicating with 
tithem, as their lawfull Paſtours , became 
d&lfo Schiſmatiques , and ſ:parated from 
ſhe true: viſible Church ;. whence laſt| 
ollows ,. that. both the Eaſt and: We 
hurches have.. been falſe Schiſmaticall 
FChurches for ſo many Ages; and neither 
3Fhe- true Church , nor members of the 
true 
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 rrue Church of Chriſt: which is botif : 
clearly contrary tothe profeſſed Tenet | 
of your late Doors, under the notion 
of Proteftants * and highly Calviniftical] 
and deftru&ive of the trac Chnreh 0 
Chriſt, both in the Eaftern'and Weſtern 
World. my 


J 
4 
aa $, \2.P, J2. = 3-29 Se 1 
"- As to that" part of your ſecond  Argul © 
ment againſt our 'Propoſrtion', wherein you? 
affirm, that the Biſhop of Conſtantinople] ( 
and ail rhe Biſhops and Paſtors of his part] © 
exrommunicate all who hold many of on 
Tenets againſt them , and have done ſo 
Tedſs ter fincethe great Conncel of Late] 0 
_ ran, thr #9, theſe for hundred years , wi C 
reqnire you to prove it if you can. Thu te P 
 fay, if-you be not able to fhew why you ad © 
venture to objeF? 1t to ms, 1s to ſerve you tl 
Hypotheſis ever by highly offending a9 ainff 
Charity Ecclefrafticall; ( which yer thi © 
whole conference of ours ſhould principally ®! 
ain to preſerve?) by ſowing ſeeds of Di 
cord and Difnnion betwixt the Charches i C 
Chriſt and the true Members of his Body © 
Whereas'it ts 0n the other fide apparenttf® 
true , that that Patriarch yearly excom{® 
mwunicates your ſelves for Schiſmatiquel*: 
a 


I ths, the 


is here to be underſtood. 3ir 


ut lealt ; which is al we need to Ptturn ups 
i o# youll,” as' ts our queſtion at this time : 


And: that your Roman Biſhop Schiſmats- 
cally yearly excommunicates him, *and the 
Biſhops and Paſtors of his party. And fo 
the Eaſt and Weſt Churches are miſerably 
avoided; und rent aſnnaer from each other 


through your fanlt ; and 102 by any colows 


f conſequence from onr propoſetion. Antl 
x4 5 quires Jon call Ln Proteſtants 
(never impeached as Calviniſticall) have 
ever laid to your charge. 

You determine nothing in anſwer to 
our inſtance of the Weſtern or Roman 


{ Church,which we made againft your Pro- 


poſition, whether it be mortally Schifma- 
ticalt, and conſequently feparate- from 
the true viſible Church of Chrift or no, 


| which was the main important point to 
4 our prefent 


Queſtion; and we expetted, 
and yet expe, a full determinate anſwer 
about it , viz. Whether the Roman 
Church , both now, and ever ſince the 
Conncel of Lateray , be ſo conſequentt- 
ally ſeparate by reafon ofgþer pretended 
unjuſt Excommunication of you , and 
thoſe who hold any of your Opmtons 

againſt 
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againſt. "Bn that ſhe hath had no.true 
Biſhops, or Paſtours ,-in her, this four 


hundred: years laſt paſt. Anſwer we. pray 


punQually to this, and where will be 
your Church then % 

Concerning the Eaſtern Churches CX- 
communicating. eyer. ſince. the preat 
. .Councel of Lateray, thoſe who held ſome 
or other of your. Opinions, we anſwer, 
that itis manifeſt to haveheen fo , even 
from the Councel of .Lateray it ſelf. For 
after it had defined Tranſubſtantiation to 
be a point of Faith, and thereby condemn. 
ed the contrary Opinion to be Hereſie, as 
alſo the Al/bzgenſes , who held many 'of 
your opinions againſt the Roman Church 
to be Heretiques, &c. It excommunicates 


all Heretiques,all Heretiques whatſoever, | ! 
and-ſo by conſequence all thoſe who held 


ſome Opinions with.you againſt the Ro- 
man Church, Nowat that time two of 
the Greek Patriarchs in perſon ,- and two 
by their Legates, were preſent in-that 
Councel ; with many. of their inferiour 
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Biſhops; who all then reconciled them- 
ſelves tothe Roman Church,and fubje&- 
ed themſelves to the Biſhop of Rome ; 

and ſo much in all reaſon account that 


Councelſ 


tical 
full 
N 


the 


, As . Aa. 
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Councel to have been lawfull , and obli- 


Satory as well to them, as to thoſe of the _ 
Latine, Church, - Therefore either they 


areto be ſuppoſed to attribute obligato= 
ry force to the Canons' of that Councel, 


and foto maintain eyerſince the Excomr- 


munications inflicted and ordained in it, 
as Excommunications.2-jure; Or to have 
quitted-their Obedichce'to'# lawfull-Ge- 
nerallCounce}:-'which if it beſo ,” they 
are to be eſteemed tid better-chen Sch. C.- 
matiques , and ſo no more a' part of the 
true viſible Church ; (as we haveproved) 
and then -1t matters not-whorh'they' ex- 
communicate” or \extominunicate/ not: 
And by this our: Propoſition'will be'true, 
that they have” had no Jawfull Biſhops 


this four hundred years, either by allow- 


ingand maintaining'the Excommunicati- 
ons of the Councel-of Lateran, which 
you eſteem unjuft and feparative from the 
Church:+(which'we have proved muſt be 
the viſible Church) or, lincetheir rejeci- 
on of that Councel,in becoming Schiſma- 
tical, by rejeting the Authority of a law- 
fall Generall Councel. 


.|-- Now'to give further ſatisfaction about 


the ſtate and proceeding of the Greek 
I P Church, 


V3 drone OG et hes HOG AAA It MN Abt io 6 


P- © 
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Church, in regard of Proteſtants: fince 
Luthers time, you need no tnore evidence 
then the anſwer of Hieremias Patriarch 
of Conſtantinople, to the Articles fent him 


from the Lutherans,drawn from the Con. - 


feſtion of Auguſta, which he condemned 
and rejected one after another , viz. all 
thoſe wherein they oppoſed the Roman 
Church , fave. onely that of the Popes 
preſent Supremacy , as Novelties, Errors 
in Faith,and.contrary to the Univerſall, 
Ancient., and- Apoſtolicall Traditions, 
and thereypon. denies to. communicate 
with them ,. unleſſe they revoked thoſe 
Errours.., And:that. you may not think, 
that either the Latine, Tranſlation of So- 
colovins is falle\, or that we have altered 
the Greek Text of Hieremias , you may 
pleaſe to peruſe A#a Theologorum Wit- 
tembergenſium & Hieremia Patriarche 
| Conſtantinopolitani, de Auguſtana Confeſ- 
fone, printed at #irtemberge: Anm'1y84. 
where theſe Divines of Wittewberge: ac- 
knowledge , that the Greek. Chutchdif- 
fers from thoſe of the Auguſtine Confeſi- 
cn 1n fourteen Points now controverted 
betwixt Proteſtants , and. thoſe;of the 
Church of Rome, . And Sir Edwyn. Sands 

__ 
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in his Relation of the ſtate of Religion 
uſed inthe Weſt parts of the World, co- 
wards-the end of his Book, affirmeth, - 
that the Greek Church concurreth with 
them at Rowe in; Tranſubtantiarion, Sa- 
crifice- of Maſſes, Prayer to Saints, Au- 
rieular Confeſſion, Sacrifice and Prayer 
for the Dead, Purgatory, Worſhippin 
of Images, &c, Now ſeeing they hol 
theſe: and-the' like .Points as. Points of 
Faith; univerſally and continually belie- 
ved amongſt Chriſtians , it is manifeſt, 
that they condemne*the contrary as no- 
vell Herefies , and ſo account and deteſt 
the :maintainers -of them as Heretiques, 
andexclude them from all Chriſtian Com- 
munion with them. : 
What youſay of the Greek Churches 
yearly excommunicating thoſe of theLa- 
tine Chacch , makes againſt your ſelf, 
nay,and proves them to beSchiſmariques, 
mare then any Evidence you can bring 
will prove thoſe of the Roman Church 
to be fo. Forin that annuall Excommu- 
nication, they excommunicate all Prote- 
ftants. as well as Roman Catholiques, for 
holding the Proceffion of the holy Ghoſt 
from the Father and the Son , which = 
| the 
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the chief quarrell which they have againſt 
the Latine. Church. For*this is acknow- 
' ledgedby all the Latines, both you and 
us;to bea moſt unjuft'Excommunication, 
ſeeing- it-is for-maintaining'a Chriſtian 
 Catholique Truth. 'Thus then by-your 
oppoſition to our Argument, you have 
given us occaſion, not onely: to defend, 
but to ſtrengthen and confirme'it , viz. 
That you muſt hold the Grecians Schif- 
matiques, according to your preſent prin- 
ciples, not'onely for unjuſtly excommuni. 
cating you for holding Opinions againſt 
the Roman Church, but alſo for holding 
the Proceſſionof the holyGhoſt againſt 
them, with the Roman Church: > #;- . 
P. 300955 3.97 £24.71 kth pt 
Next you tell us, we determine nothing 
in anſwer to your inſtance of the Weſtern; 
er Reman, Church, (where by the way we 
advertiſe you, your meting out theWettern 
er Roman Charch y as x; one:meaſure'; 28 
not admitted by us as proper "ſpeaking, or 
true ; VIZ. as that the Roman and Weſtern 
Church are ſuch terms, as that the latter 
adcquately interprets the former: ſo far 
are we from: admitting. Roman: to: be all 
one with the Vniverſall, or Catholike: one 
| Charch 
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Churob: of. Chriſt. and which if 't: were, 
Ft. would, therefore alſo mt be adequate 
28th the Weſtern... | | 
: E 3 4+ 


al TEHC; A435 T—_— "ig | of "= F ; 
+ It 1mports. little what you now think 


of the inadequateneſle of the terms, Ro- 
wan and VWeſtern Charch . for we ſpeak 


_of ithem asthey were. underſtood in the 
time; of the Councel of Larerar. and 


&ver ſince, till you Proteſtants made a 
diviſion from the Roman. Was not.in all 
that tra& of time, the Roman, asa Patti- 
archall Church, (for ſo. onely we treat ic 


here). and. the Weſtern Church of the 


« + 5 


Eaſt eſteemed themſelves ſubje& to their 
refpe@ive Patriarchs : not that the Ro- 


' man Bifhop had any limitted Patriarchate 


allotted him in any Councel , or by force 
of any Canon,or Tradition, as the others 
had, orthat he was formally a Patriarch, 

3 but. 


Vo. 
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but-onely virtually, as containing 'emi- 
nently in his univerſafſ Juriſdiction, all 
inferiour Dignities ; and therefore term» 
ed Patriarch of the Weſt, becauſein all 
the Weſtern Tra@, there was no other, 
who had anciently a Patriarchalſ Dignity 
and Power over thofe of the Weſt, utder 
the Roman Biſhop, but he goverried all 
the particular Weſtern Churches imme. 
diately, withour committing the Patri- 
archal Juriſdiction of them to any Biſhop 
of the Wel# : ſo that :in-all caſes accord- 


ins to the Canoss, wherein the Patriarclis ' 


of the Eaſt exerciſed Juriſdiftionover the 
Biſhops , 'Metropolitanes and Prinjates, 
in their ſeveral! Patriarchates, theBiſho 
of Rome exerciſed the fame over tho 
of the Weft. {eld 
P. 34: SH 4" x Grdoe 
 Tonr wſftance was thys , that if we fa), 
that every one, who ſeparates another un- 
juſtly, ec. conſequently ſeparates himſelf 
from the Church \, it will follow, ſay on, 
that feeing the Biſhop of Rome, and all 
Prelates who eemmunicate with' him, '\tx- 
communicate all, whe hold many of ear Te- 
nets againſt them, and have done ſovat leaſt 
ever ſince the great Conncel of Lateran, 
they 
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of 


ic here #0 be underſtood. 


they would conſequentially be ſeparate fo 


the Church; and' fo that Cherch ev 


true Biſhop or Paſtors is her, theſt fo 
hangred. years laft paſt. To rhis Jour in- 


ſtance, you 14 we determine nothing. Jf - 


Jou affect #3 tedions' diverſion from the 
heſis , whereabour- we naw controvert, r0 
the Hypotheſis, aud particular caſa*twixt 
Rome az #s, (from which we 'are the lon- 
ger kept off , by ſnch inartificiall precipi- 
ration, and confuſed hudling of Thelis and 
Hypotheſis zogether ). you canuot but ac- 
knowledge, that we have given, you ſuffici- 
ent. - anſwer , (till you aifprove it.) Firſt 
you know and take knowledge ," that we de- 


clare our ſelves not to mean', that every nn+ * 


nuft Excommunicatogs of others doth there- 
by become no Member , m-Biſhop, or Paſtons 
of the wifible Church. Secondly we have 
zotd you ; that fuch Biſhop; or Paſtonts, as 
who ave cut off from being any lively mem- 
bers of Chriſts lively myſticall Bedy by 
their wickedneſs, yet mgy remain ſo proper - 
Iy tnue Biſbops and P. s of the Church, 
as hat it ſhould be Schiſme for any under 
them to withdraullWheir ſubjetion from 
them , and conſequently Schiſmaticall to 
deny them to be true Biſhops and Paſfonrs ; 

P 4 | ſince 
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=o, e both-theſe:Propoſutions, "you know,” gre 
#1. wide, and'that from theſe two 
very meaneft underſtanding can collett, 
that though all the Weſtern, or Reman, Bi- 
ſhops (as you ſpeak. ) inthe Cenncebof La- 
teran-(which, as yu ſay, ſo Becommuntca- 
ted all that hold pnany of our Tenets ):ſtonld 


be by u8 yielded, at your inflauce, as mor- 
tally Schiſmaticall, to have been cut off from 


the Charch, (that #, 'you knew , in our de- 
clared ſenſe, from being members of Chbriſts 
live-myſticall Beay ; ) aud ſince we are not 
by any Logick, or cethmon Reaſen obliged to 
makg good eur Propoſiticns in your ſenſe, 
bat in that which was: ours, and which be- 
fore-this your Replication we declared to 


be ours, yet rs ceaſing tobe living - 


wembers of Chriſts myſticall Boaly , they 


would not ceaſe to be truly Biſhops and 


Paſtors of the Charch, though wicked ones, 
and therefore might give valid Ordinaticn 
fo our Biſhops in King Henry the Eighth 
his time nevertheleſſe : And ſo to your que- 
ſtion, And wh ill your Church be 
then? Ye anſwer, And where is your Ar- 
gument now become? Orr Charch # 
where it was , had valid Ordination from 
true Biſheps , though you inferre from our 
Propo= 
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Propoſetion, that they-were wicked ones, and 
ſo nn; .live-members of | Chriſts myſticall 
Boay. , We pray, might not Judas Tcarior, 
when-ſent by Chriſt, make Children of God 
by Chriſts Bapriſme , when himſelf was. 
childe' of the Devil ?. Will you queſtion all 
_ the Ordinations wade by | fach Popes, as Bar 
ronius , aa. all good 'men- acknowledge to 
have been wicked © and_ Jet this is mt half - 
the. weakgeſſe of this your inſtance upon 


6s; | 
(&- 0 SOLON 
- "It wasobviousenough to-gather, what 
m.conſequence of Doctrine you ought to 
have ſaid of the-Roman Biſhop, andall 
other Biſhops and. Churches adhering to 
them ; but becauſe; (conſidering your ma-- 
ny-inconſtancies and inconſequences al- 
ready laid open)we had no realon tqyup- 
poſe, that you. would ſay inthis main: 
important difficulty what.your principles 
require youſhould ſay, we-hadreaſon to: 
exac.from.you a direct anſwer, whereby. 
it-might appear, not what you ought to- 
fay, but. whether you ſay de fa&to, what. 
you ought to ſay.. Arfd. our expectation. 
in this ha's now: obtained what we inten- 
dedi. You affirm therefore here, enforced: 
"Oe Fx 
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ro it by onr pointy a dire andopen 
i 


anſwer, that the Biſhops of Rowe, and all 
the Prelates which communicate- with 
them, notwithftanding the pretended un- 
juſt Excommunication of” you ;''and of 
whomſoever held many of your Tents 
againft them , ever ſince the 'great'Coun- 
cel of Lateran”, ceaſe not to betruly Bi- 
ſhops and Paſtors of the Church, *howgh 
wicked ones,as youlay; and that i? fonld 
be Schifme for any under them, to withavaw 
their ſubjettion from them. And that they 
have a true and lawfull Authority over 
their SubjeRs in the Church, and as much 
power to governe Chriſtians; -and' exer- 
ciſe their Ecclcfaftical Fun&ions amongſt 
them , as had Jn Iſcarot , before his 
deſerting Chriſt and his Apoſtles, and 
mat wicked Popes (as you fuppoſe) over 
the Chriftians ſubje& to them in their 
reſpeRtive times and deftriets. Thisis in- 
deed a clear andopen Confeilion, and all 
we defired from you : But look now thar 
you ftandelofe to it, and: make no devia- 
tion, when further occaſion requires, that 


it be preſt ago you: For hence will | 


follow, firſt, thar all-the Chriſtians with- 
ta the particular Disceſſe of the _ 
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of Rome would: be truly Schifmatiques, 
and that inthe acceprion'of: our defini« 
tion, if they yielded nor obedience ts the 
Biſhop: of -Rewre ever! ſince the Councel 


of -Lateras;: Secondly., hence wil fol- 


low, that all thoſe, who were under the 
Wetktern, Patriarch, were mortally and 
grievouſly Schiſmatiques:, who have re- 
knquithed the obedience of the. Biſhop of 
_ Rome fromthe Councel of Lateras,. till * 
the beginning of Proteſtants, upon pre- 
tence of bis unjuſt Excommunication of 
them for holding any opinions with you 
agairiſt the Roman Church, Thirdly, 
that ſeeing the differences in matters of 
Faith betwixt us, are not , as'yours now 
contend, deſtructive of: Chriſtian Faith; 
and fo are conſiſtent with a true: Church 
of Chriſt, and the 'trne Biſhops of it; it 
will follow , that the firſt beginners of 
Proteſtancy. and conſequently all the reſt 


| fucceſfively-ſiding-with them, by ſubſtra- 


Ring themſelves from- the obedience and 
communion of the Roman Biſhop: 4n 
theſe Weſtern parts, were and are formal 
Schifmatiques. Fourthly ,- that | even 
though it were ſuppoſed, that ſomePro-! 
reſtants were not under the rs | 
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the Biſhop'of Rome , when they made 
their ſeparation from/bim;and thoſe who 
communicated with: him; and [fo would 
noChave been Scliiſmatiques/by denying 
obediencetochim.; bedddding ie (inthis 
your gonceflion) remains a true and law- 


tult Biſhop of the viſible Church, they ate: 


Schiſmatiques by violating the Commu+- 
nion of Coordination with him, and di- 
' viding themſelves from him; andall that 


communicate with him., 'into. a ſeparate 


body. Fifthly, hence followes, that all 
thoſe, who ſubſtracted.their Obedience 
from. their lawfull. Biſhops in every.Nati- 
on reſpeCtively,as:Eather did in Germany; 


Calvin and: his in France, Knox and his- 


in Scetland, Parker and his in- England; 
&c. ypon pretence that their reſpective 
Biſhops: maintained: the Religion and 
Communion with the Biſhop» of Rempe, 
were-truly and mortally Schiſmatiques ; 
and that in the ſame degree with.thoſe, 


who ſhould have ſeparated themſelves. 


from 7das, whileft he remained an Apo- 
tle, or from the lawful Biſhops of Rowe, 
whileft they were onely. wicked in. their 
lves,:. and coaſequettly ſuch Separators: 


ef themſelves., even according te your: 


Prif=. 


73 hereto be miderſlood., 
Principles',-were: to: be-3s.much ayoided 
by.all good. Chriftians,;.as. were the Do- 
naciſts;Acacians, &c, and it were Schiſme 
to;cammunicate* with:thenj., Thus: then 
y6u'ſce what reaſoh: we had to. preſſe you 
to declare your mindes fully and. clearly 
concerning our-objeQion' of the Roman 
Biſhops -and their: adherents . ever-ſince 


the great Councel of Zuateran., _ +: 
dE; os 


C 3: Concerning. the. Anthority of the 
.. fourth Councel of Lateran, *' + 


For, if we had a minde to: follow /jou in 
oonfounding and mingling the. queſtion in 
Thefi (which. yet pou and us buſineſs 


enough) with that queſtion in- Hypotheſi, - 


whether the Roman' Charch be | mortally 
Schiſmaticall on n9.? ( for that you ſay, The 
Weſtern Biſhops in the Zateras: Councel 
excommunicated all. that hold many of 
our Tenets). we. would ſo far take up: the 
defence of the Lateran Conncel againſt you ; 
and: being reſolued to be charitable to thoſe 
who purſue us for it, and:can juſtifie that: 


eur charity by not ſuffering what you pleaſe 
t8 
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6e) requirs you to' prove, if you'car 
re theug oF and his nearer adbe. 
rents would, perhaps; that (onee | 
Blrines now held by us, ſhould have been.thes 
Anathematized, that yet the Councet ever 
conſented to © theſs Canons. Ju the mean 

time we , who believe, mo proof can be 
: brought of it, left the Auditors ſhould meet 
in this matter with wothing but Affirmati= 
either way ; we” offer-our proof of the: con» 
frary ; viz. That though thoſe Canons, 
made, as we conceive, by Pope Innocent the 
T hird, were by. his Command read openly 
and propeunded in that Comuncel, yet that 
Comuncel did not conſent unto them. | 

| C. 36. 

Here:you require a: clear: proof, that 
the Councel of Lateran conſented.to the 
Canons, which: were publiquely read (as 

. youconfeſſeout of Matthew Paris, and 
are yet extantinit: and we bring a feven- 
 foldproof out of the very words of the 


cel conſented to them. For Canon the 


2, 4, 5, ©, 48, 50, 67. they fay, that 
what 
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#6 be obtruded upon us: we (we ſay) mould 


and do (if you think this a ſeaſenable place 


of che Do- | 


ons and Requiſition of proof , but no- proof 


Canons themſelves,that the whole Coun- | 


r -_ . | 
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SayiH Patres provide Patuvrunt i... Bu 


crexo Watuimm...... Ml which: ſignifie, 


that rhoſe” Canons were decreed by the 


_ conſent of that Councel. Mow to-this 


moft manifeſt and irrefta} Yoof no- 


thing canbe ſaid ; then thar ether theſe 


and the like clauſes were-not extant 'in 
the ſaid Canons,-when' they were read'in 
the Councel, but corraptly added ts them 
by ' Pope: Zmorent-the Third, 'or by his 
Adherents- afterward:- and this muft be 
clearly'proved, for till m:be'proved, po 
ſeſſion tands for the fincerity'and purity 
of thoſe Canons. ' For otherwithihe Co. 
nons of all Countels' may-at every ones 
pleaſure be refuſed, a5 corrupted by@- 
thers:: orit muſt be faid, that when rhoſe 
Canonswere reid in the Councel,: they 
had the ſaid clauſes: in them'; and: then, 
if the Councel conſented not (as you afs 
firme)ro-thoſe Canons; word prove, 
that' the Bifhops-contradifted ' the faid 
clauſes as falfe andiafarions, cicher inthe 
Councel it ſelf, or (if you pretend rhae 


- what they defined there, was decreed -/@. | 
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- they were deterred by fear of offending 
as Innocent) preſently after the Coun- 


cel, whenichey were. returned to their 


reſpe&iveSees., 'and had their Freedom, 
and-Patronage of their Princes, eſpecial. 


ally thoſe of the Eaſt Church, who were 


\ otttof allfear, orpoſlibilityto be impri- 

ſoned , or deprived of tliew Biſhopricks 
by. the- Pope, for. declaring that abuſe, 
they not having gon a ſyfficient:conſent 
to them, -nor.the Councel, approving 
them,, andſo. requiring that thoſe clauſes, 
as ſurreptitious, ſhould be blotted out of 
the Canons; which notwithſtanding you 
neither have praved, nor can prove,ſeeing 
they ſtand till in the Canons, and you 


can ſhew no:AuthenticallCopy.of them, 


which hath not thoſe clauſes.in them ,, or 
that the Biſhops there preſent excepted 
againſt them. We have. therefore.out.of 
the exprefle words: of the Canans,, ſe- 
ven; times. over-, that tlie Councelt. 4d 
conſent. to them ; which is our_| Aſſer- 
"© CONCIOTS ne TEENS RE WOT 

Qur firſt Argument therefore againft 


this your new, hatched Paradox, Thas { 


the-Conncell of Lateran newer. conſented ro 
theſe 70-Canens ,, is the. expreſa;ronſs:ol 
| ” 
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the Canons themſelves:,' read'publiquel 
before ;the--Councel , affirming Be 
times over; that they conſented', 'appro+ 
ved”, andenacted thoſe ſevera!l: Canons, 
wherein thoſe clauſes'are inſerted ;; andiif 
thoſe, no :qneſtion' can, be made iof the 
reſt. * 'Secondly:;, we'iproyeithe-Cotimcels 
conſent,” in'thatithe faid Canons, when 
Gregory the ninth , a moſt learned” Pope, 
(as Spordanm terms him, and all know 
he was)-with-the aſfiſtance'of Raymundi 
4a learned Dominican ,”compoſedthe'tive 
PFooks of Decretalls,' were put, gpith di- 
verſe other Canons'and Deerees of gene- 
rall Councels and Popes, into'the faid 
Books, anditand tothis day in them,-un- 
der the Notion and Titles of the Canons 
of the fourth Councell of -Earerav, under 
Tunecentius the third ; no: otherwiſe, then 
do the Canonsof other Councels }- under 
the Titles of the Councels wherein they 
were reſpeQively ; and everſince received 
by all thoſe, who either commented upon 
thoſe Decretals, :or ſtudied the Canon- 
Law,as the genuine Canonsof that Coun- 
Jcell , excepting: no!more apainſt them, 
then they de again the Decrees- there 
cited of any 'other Councels, And we 
| challenge 


% 


VR Ger 


330 _ Of the Authority of the 
challenge any.one of your, party to ſhew, 
thatanyAnthour, Counſellour:, or Stu- 
dent in the Canon-Law , ever excepted 
againſt cheſe Canqns,ipſerted by Gregory 
the nintbanto the Decretalls, as Canons 
of that Councell, morethen againft: any 
other cited; /tn- the :five Books-of /Decre- 
tals. And yet further, ſeeing that many 
Biſhops, or other Prelates were probably 
fill living, when: thoſe Canons were put 
into the Decretalls , as Decrees of this 
Councel of Zatenar,lome of them:would 
certainy hayediſcoyered that impoſture, 
and openly complained of -it, and ſome 
Authaurs would have taken notice of ithe 
exception of ſuch-Biſhops ,:and: recorded 


them, which never was done by any.Au- | 
thour in the world, The-inſerting there. || 


fore thoſe Canons equally with thereſt of 
other Councells into: the Decreralls ſo 
ſoon after that Councell, and the general 
acception of them through all Chriften. 
dom, as the Canons ofthat Councel ſo in. 
ſerted,js as ſtrong and inyincible an Argu- 
ment, that they were the genuine Canons 
decreed by ſufficient conſent of Biſhops 
in that-Councell, as is the publique inſert- 
ing the Acts of our Engliſh Parliaments 

into 
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Fowrch Counerl if Lateran, 337 ; 
into the Seattite-Bo0ks of Euylow , un- 
un King, #n&#in ſoch a zeliament, 


Jadger in Zny Lond withour conradi 


on,” to ken oor ſuch Ads arethe ge- 


nuine, true ARs of ſuch Parliaments ; en- 
ated 'by fafficient conſent” under ach 

Anda5 he /who notWith! in; 
ſacha proof, ſhonld maintain , that they 
were not conſented to by ſach Parlia- 
ments, 'wonld be eſteemed by alt ſober 
and prudent men, to beers orted' ra. 


ther with Frerzte, theng jided by reaſon; 
fo to call in queſtion-; hats Tolennly 


inſerted mts © rhe \Srurure:bik of 


Church, would ſeem to all-equalt ridges | 
ments to havemuch more of p paſſion, then | 


reaſon , to ſay no'more, |, © 
Our third Argument, is thÞcontinzal 
Fradition of all: ſlique ae A fs, who 
treat of Tranſubftantiation,/ apd of the 
obligation of Annuall Confeſſion &Cc. 
who cite Cap. firmiter , and'Cap. onnes 
utrinſque, as Decrees of the Conncel of 
Lareran, it the ſame, Tenor and: Title, as 
they are inſertetinto the Book of Decre- 
tals. Thus GalieImme Antifodorenſis, who 
flouriſhed A» 1240. twenty five years 
after 


ly* received by-all Lawyers and 
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K after the- Lazeray Councel, witneſſes, f4/, 
[, 271, Queſt. {Utram ques: difſerte- poſſic 
confeſſionem,"&c.. That all are obliged by 

the Church to receiyethe holy Sacrament 
- at Eaſter, and conſequently to, Confeſle, 
which, is the command of 'this Lateras 
.Councel. ; Cap. omnes utrinſque, St:.T ho. 
.of ; Aquin.in, the Year, 1265, aboutfifty 


\ 
rf , » 


#n Corp. ſpeaking of the Churches Precept 


of Annual Confeſſion, fayes, Er fic te- 
nentur ex: Tuſtitutione Bccleſia edit tn 
| Concilio. Generals. ſub Jnnocentio. yertio, 
|  whichis: theſajd Chapter,.. Kinerdas de 
| wed;a Villain the Year 1290;- ſeventy 

five years after;the Councel, fel. roy. 4b. 
_ 4-4þ..17. queſt. 9. cites the ſame Chap- 

ter out of the Decretals, of Eregory the 
| Ninth at length, for Annual Confeilion ; 
| upon which he reſolves many ather que- 


ſtions, concerning the true ſenſe of the 
faid words. : Scotus Arnns'1 300. 85. years 
afterthe Councel in 4*. Nunc autens Re- 


mana Eccleſia tenet panem Tranſubſtan- 
trav.de ſumwa T rinitate and then quotes 
the words of that Canon of the Councel 
of Lateran. Cap. firmiter. 


- 


years after this. Councel, 3. part. Art. 3. 


tiari, 6c. - Sicus manifeſte habetur , Ex-|« 


|  Nicolans].. 


** Nicolaus ide Orbellis, Anni'T455- two 
hundred and forty-years:after the Coun- 
cel, in'4*:. Diſt.11; Queſt. 1. fol. 27. cites 
the-ſlame © ap. firmirer;'for Tranſubſtan- 
ciation; 20: HOT Unit; il ant 


Our fourth Teſtimony is from the Au- 


thenticaf{ Hiſtorians., who writ in. and 


next after the Councel of iLarterawv. Abs 


bas Urfpergenſis ,. who lived in: the yer 

el ECO, in:the-yeat 2645 
fiiles it , Suntta & Univerſalss' Synouns, 
A holy General Councel.;.(and Afatthem 
Paris, cited hereafter-by you, gives itthe 
very ſame title.) Now how.could it be a 


| holy -General'Councel ,: in- their judge- 


ments, if they judgef,. that the Canons, 
which (as you acknowledge) were pub- 
liquely read in1t;.as decreed:by.it 7 were 
diſavowed by .'t ſhops: of 'the. ſaid 
Councel;, either Bhne or! Greek, either 
in the:Councelit ſelf-, br: after-it wasdifz 
ſolved; wheri they were returned: to. theiv 
Sees: For ſeeing chat: neither anirof themn;z 
either in,- or:preſently after the Councel; 
ever complainedof any ſuch: dealing by 
Innocentias, when they.were in fulf liber= 
ty: to do it, eſpecially thoſe of the Eaſtern 


| Church, being returned home,” it. ismant- 


-feft, 
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feſt; thateither there was no ſuch matter, 
-of that: Cotncel 


or that -all the Biſhops 
were wilful ſeducers of the whole Church, 
as rules of Faith and Diſcipline, .:: © 
 Inprof whereof, firſt me alleage the wit- 
eſſe by - rw 2 onnpn Hifaan of that 
rime, 4 manof approved life and experi- 
enced Refigion, bythe. T eſtizmany-.of Innv- 
ceritius quartus,” 76h; Mattheiv Paris res 
ftifying's diſſent: and diviſion of the Conncel 
about them , but none reſtifying an agree- 
ment , or conſent of all , or of the major 
part to then : (Hs words in rege Joanne 
ad Anaum - I215., Pag-'262. are,theſe. 
His omnibus congregatisimn ſuo loco prx- 
faco, & juxta morem Conciliorum Gene- 
ralium im ſuis ordini nguli collocatis, 
facto- prius ab ipke 
ſermone, recitata: ſuntin: pleao Concilio 
60c'f atiado;) Capitula; Que aliis pla. 
cabilia ;-altis videbantur. oneroſa : i'Tan- 
den: ne We cracifixi 8: ſubjecRtionis 
Terrzx Sante verbum predicationis ex- 
orfds, ſub junxit; dicens;;8&c. Here's Di- 
vifin abozr tht, als. placabilia, alts 
. videbancur -onecola ,. 444 raudem ;: &c. 
K | 165 we Here 


pa exhortationis 


nw WW y_ 


Here appears no coalition, 'ur conſent wpors 
them a Sermon followes | about | the 


upon of che Holy Land guhereiz they 
might Fe, 


and ard better agree, - 
| GIG CC. "ag | 5 
Yow prove you by as expreſſe wor 
from any Claſſique Author , that the 


Councel did not conſent to them, which 


is your Aſſertion;; and be ſure-now that 
you makeit good, otherwiſe. you will be 
ound 'Traducers ofall the Fathersof that 
Councel, and inſufferably. of that hol 
and learned: Pope /wicecurins the Third. 


You alledge for your proof, firſt, the 


words of arbew Pavit here cited. But 
fayes Matthew Paru here, aSexpreſly as 
the Canons: themſelves fay the concrary, 
that the -Councel: did not conſent. to 
them 2, Where finde you, thoſe: words in 


| this place of Jdarthew Paris ? Say they 


at leaſt, charthe major part ofthe Biſhops 
conſented not to:rhem? Where finde you 
that expreſſed: in; them? k Nay; ſay \they 
expreſly, thatatlealt me of the Biſhops 
conlentedinot.touthem? [not fo: much 
33 one expreſiewiord of this neither. © an 
ittherefore be inferred by any Logicall, 


| or: valid conſequence, that any of theſe 


part1- 
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particulars can be deduced from them #$ 
let us try. that. - | 

Hiswordgcited by you are theſe Hz; 
emnibus congregatis:n ſu loco prefato, & 
juxta morem Concilirum Generalium fon- n- 
gulis in ſuc oydinibus collocatis, fatto prius 
ab ipſo Papa Exhortationis Sermone, reci- 
rata ſunt in pleno. Concilio, 60: (al. 70.) 
Capitzla ;:que alits: placabilia, alits vide- 
bantur oneroſa.. Tandem. de nepotio'Cruci- 
fixis &-: ſubjetftionis! Terre Sails verbam 
predicationss exorſus:ſubjuniit;dicens,c. | | 
<« a |l theſe being aſſembled in their fore- | 
*<faid place;,and: conſtituted in their | | 
*Ranks,:or- Orders:,, according tothe | |, 
It cuſtomeof General Councels, the Pope | , 
« himſelf hiving fir. made awExhorta- | | 
© tion, in the full Councel were recited | 7 
&© 60; Chapters (al..70.) (fay-you, which | 
© Matthew Pars fayes not) which ſeem- || 
<< edpleaſing:to fome, andiburthenſonie þ 
Ba others: Laſtly; beginning & Sermon f 

.abourt the Crucitix!; and->reoyering of 
*<;the lioky Holy Land, he faid; &c. Now tþ 
this Author-in che .nexwprecedent words || þy 
to theſe relates, thar:therE were inithis | ,,; 
Councel onely 412; Biſhops}wheteof 77, p1, 
were On: and\800. _ an 
an 
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and Priors pf and then ſayes , Hts omnibus 
congregatts, &c. All theſeaſſembled, &c. 
andatfter , that when each of them was 
ſet in his proper ranke and place, i, p/cxo 
ConciÞio, &c. theſe 60; Chapters were 
recited in full Councell; and then adds, 
Que aliis placabilia, &c. which ſeemed 
pleaſing to ſome, and burthenſeme to others : 
Ergo, lay you, Matthew Par layes, that 
the Councel conſented not, nor the 124jor 
part of the Biſhops, to theſe Chapters, 
or Canons. How appeares that 2 Mighr 
not theſe words of his be true, though all 


the Biſhops, much more the mee part. 


of them, had conſented to the faid Ca- 
nons?> Were. there not eight hundred 
Abbats and Pridrs there, and many other 
Legates of Emperours , Kings and Prin- 
ces, ina very great number in the Coun 
cel, to whom theſe Canons might ſeem 
burthenſome , though they ſeemed plea- 
fing and juſt to thoſe, who onely had de- 
ciſive, voices in the Councel ? Seeing 
therefore he ſayes not, alizs ex Epiſcopss, 
but onely abſolutely, a/izs placabilia, alizs 
videbantur oneroſa: To ſomethey ſeemed 
pleaſing, and to others burthenſome ; and 
amongſt theſe, three parts of four were 

not 


g, 
\ 


338; Of the Authority of the _ | 
not Biſhops. By what rule of Logique 

- can you reltrain thoſe words to the Bi. 
ſhops, or thoſe, of whoſe voyces the De- 
crees of the Councel depended ? But let 
us not be nice with you. Suppoſe we ad- 
mitted , not granted, that thoſe words 
were underſtood of the Biſhops; might 
not all be true that Marthew Pars ſayes, 
and yet a ſufficient »ajur part 'of the 
Covncel conſented to thoſe Canons ? For 
ſuppoſe that to 150. of thoſe Biſhops 
the ſaid Canons ſeemed burthenſom, and 
to 250. they ſeemed pleaſing, would not 
what Parzs ſayes be true , aliis placabilia, 
alits wvidebantur cneroſa ,* which ſeemed 
to ſome pleaſing, and to ſome burthenſom? 
Is not this att ordinary practice in Coun- 


cels, and Parliaments , Elections, - &c, 
*where Voices are divided,-and yet the m14- 
Jor part carries it; that the things pro- 
pounded aliis videutur placabilia, aliis 
oxeroſa ? To lome pleaſing, and toother 
burthenſome. 

But that it may plainly appear, that 
thoſe words cannot be underſtood of the 
:4j97 part of the Biſhops, we demand, 
whether theſe words, Que ali videbar- 
:r,c. be underſtood of all the Chap- 

ters, 


hon ws Ou at oa _X=< TP "Re 


 fallyof all, and of my 


[iis 
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ans 


ap- 
ers, 
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©rers.,. or Canons of that Councel, none 
excepted , and of every part and parcell 
of them , 'or onely ſez accommodo,of 
ſome, or ſome parts 'of them: ' Tt -is evi- 
dent, they *cannot |be-underſtood univer- 


part of thoſe 
Canons, for inthe firſt Chapter is defined 
the Unity and Trinity of God: and in 


. the ſecond, the quaternity of perſons ' 


held by Abbot Foachim,, is condemned : 
to ſay nothing of many. others , which 


could not ſeem burthenſome to any. of 


thoſe Catholique Biſhops , much leſſe to 
the 94jor part of them. When therefore 
Matthew Pars fayes que aliis, &c. he 
muſt be underſtood to ſpeak ina prudent 


- morall ſenſe, that amongſt thoſe 60. Ca- 


nons, ſome ſeemed bxrthenſome to certain 
perſons in the Councel. Now ſeeing the 
words of Matthew Paris cannot be ab- 
ſolutely underſtood of all, you will never 


| be able to conclude, that what makes 


againſt you, was not defined by ſufficient 
conſent of the Councel , unleſs you prove 
firſt, that thoſe Canons, which condemn- 


- ed ſome of -your Tenets, were compre- 


hended under the number of thoſe, which 
ſeemed burthenſome ; which can never 
Q_2 be 
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&\ 


be done by theſe words of J/. Paris,under- 


ſtood not to reach abſolutely to them all. 


For there-will ftill be ground to reply, 


thatthey reached not to what was againſt 


you. Seeing therefore the words of Pars 
muſt he l;jmitted to ſome number, or rank 
of them, we muſt now ſee , whether his 
words give any ground to determine, to 
what fort of Canons he referred them. 


| Now there were Canons of two forts in 


that Councel ; the one concerning mat- 
ters of Chriſtian Faith, asin the 1, 2, 3, 
&c. the other concerning Eccleſiaſticall 


Diſcipline, or reformation of Manners, 


as are moſt of the Chapters following. 
This ſuppoſed, we ſay, that the words of 
this Author are connaturally and proper- 
ly to be underſtood of the ſecond kinde 
onely : for had he ſpoken of matters 
touching Faith, it had been fit to have 
uſed this expreſſion, Qxe aliis falſa vel 
incerta, alits vera & certa videbantar ; 
which ſeemed falſe and uncertain to ſome, 
and true and certain to others. For mat- 
ters concerning Faith are defined by rea- 
ſon of their truth and certainty, and Er- 
rors or Novelties obtruded, as matters of 


. Faith, are properly ftiled falſe and uncer- 


tain, 


yy a yp La. i ci... 
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tain, not burthenſome or diſtaſtefull. But 
contrariwiſe matters of Diſcipline and 
Reformation are properly barthen/ome to 
ſuch as require liberty; and pleaſing to - 
ſuch as require perfeftion : and even to | 
prudent men, ſtrineſs of Eccleſiaſticall. i! 
Diſcipline may ſeem 4#rrhenſome,: when ; [| 
they featit will not: be embraced by the 

oreater part of the Clergy, orReligious 

perſon; or cauſe Revolts or Diviſions in '} 
the Church, -If you ſhould hence inferre, | 
that this Authors words prove, that ar i! 
leaſt thoſe. Canons touching Diſcipline | 
were not conſented to by the Councel, 
we anſwer, it follows not. For if wecon- 
ſider attentively the words of the Coun- 
cel, in pronouncing ſo often over (as we 
prayed) that theſe Canons were decreed 
by the conſent 'and. approbation of the 
Councel, when they were publiquely re. 
cited, as Matthew Par fayes, in pleno 
Coxcilio, in full Councel, reaſon will 
reach us, that the ſaid Canons were voted 
and decreed by a ſufficient number-of 
thoſe, who had power of voting in the 
Councel, before they were thus publique- 
ly recited. For if thoſe Definitours had [* 
, | notbefore agreed about them , and de- i 


oy 56 
» & | 
fined. 114 
; : Q3 4 
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fined! them, how':could' they. ſay with 


- 
©. 
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eruth, that thoſe Canons were concluded 


by conſent and approbation of the whole 
Councel. For had-they been publiquely 


recited before :they had been defined, it 


had not then been: true}, : that they were 
approved, when they: were recited before 
the whole Councel :' fori/their approbati- 


on in this ſuppoſition was not then given, 


but it expeRted', what would be decree 
about them, after they were thus recited. 
So-that this: publique recitation- of them 


mentioned.by farthew Pars; was a Pub-: 


lication, and not a Definition of the ſaid 
Canons : and this Publication beirg made 
in pleno Concilio , in full Councel, where 
not-onely the Biſhops and Definitours, 
but many hundreds of inferiour Prelates, 
Clerks, and Lay-perſons (as this Author 
affirms) were preſent, who had no right 
in voting ; many of the ſaid ftri& and 
ſevere Canons might have ſeemed bxr- 
thenſome to ſome, and pleaſing to others 


in that -multitude; as it'is very ordinary, 


when ſo many different diſpoſitions and 
humours of perſons are aſſembled toge- 
ther , though they had been fully deter- 
mined by the Definitours before, - 

But 
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But. we haye. not done with you yet. 
You. acknowledge preſently, char Jat- 
thew Pary thought this Councelof Late- 
ran tobe a General Councel, and you 
ſhould'have added, as be did , a hely Gea 
nerall Councel ; for {© he terms it in this 
very Place, Santa & Univerſalis. Sync 
au. Now had theſe Canons. (which you 
would draw from his words) nevet been 
conſented by ChE Councel, and yet re- 
cited publiquely 


5% YG oa oo & 


and approved by 
they were thengead, 


to: be publiſhed to the whole Councel, as 
its Canons fully decreed by the. Biſhops, 


before: that, publique. recitation. And: 
though when they.\were. thus pnbliquely - 


known toll, many of thoſe tri and ſe- 


vere-Canons. of Order and Diſcipline 


might ſeem to no ſmall number of the in- 
feriour Prelates and Lay-perſons,burthen- 


Q4 ſome; 
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ſeme,, yet. hence follows not , thattheſe 


perſons reje&ted* them ; bur. onely; that 


they thought them heavy,and yer yielded 
to the burthen of them, ſeeing they were 
ſo enacted by that holy General Councel. 
Thus your firſt Reaſon is wholly fallen to 
the ground, let us now ſee.how you will 


hold up your ſecond; = 


P. 37: 2s IH $a 

Secondly, we ſubjoyn this violent preju- 
dice againſt thoſe C anonsthat they were ne-= 
wer conſented unto; in that your own Col-= 
leftors of the. Tomes of Councels have not 
been able,(which they wonld not have failed 
70 ao, if they could hawe aone it ) to produce 
any Subſcriptions of any Greek,, yea, of any 
Weſtern Biſhops or others at all, in the tha 
of this Conncel,'of theſe Canons ,' or at the 
end of any A, or part of Att of it'; as we 
are ready to' ſhew in all acknowledged Ge- 
zerall Conncels,(ſuch as this ts pretended to 
be, jea,zand Matthew Paris thought it was ) 
the Subſeriptions of the Patriarchs and 
Biſhops at the end of their Atts , in every 
onewe ſay, of the ſeven acknowledged Gene 
ral Councels. But in this of the Great La- 
teran, zo ſuch thing appears ; no Subſcri- 
Ptions conld ever be produced. | 
C. 38. 


£--.38: 


. Your ſecond Argument is this, there is: 


no mention of Subſcriptions of Biſhops 
in this Councel ; therefore the Counſel. 
conſented not to the Canons : which is as: 
gooda conſequSce as this; There is no 
mention made in the Councel ofthe Apo- 
ſtles in the 4s, of any Subſcriptions to 
the Canonsof that Councel.; therefore 
_ that Counſel conſented: not to thoſe Ca- 
nons: Or, as this, there is no.menti- 
on made of Subſcriptions by the Col- 
letours of the Tomes of Councels, in 
the five Generall Councels of Lateray, 
nor in ſome others, therefore none of 
thoſe Councels conſented ro the Ca- 
nons, or Definitions, related by Au- 
thenticall Teſtimony, to have- been made- 
in them. This way of drawing conſe- 
quences is indeed a very calie one to elude: 
the force of General Councels;if any pru-- 
dent man would be ſeduced by. it. Secings: 
therefore this your Argument: citlier: 
proves too much, or nothing, every open 
eye will at. the firſt. ſight. diſcover the: 
weakneſſe of it. But, ſay you, in thie firſt. 


ſeven General Councels there were Sub-- 


{criptions,, What: then > Ergo ,, where 
: | Qs thiere- 
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there are no fubſcriptions,there is no con- 
ſent of the Councel ?: This muſt be your 
conſequence , or nothing , which 1s as 
good an Argument as this. The firſt feven 
General Councels were:gelebratedin the 
Eaſtern Church : Therefore whatſoever 
Councel is not celebrated in the 'Eaftern 
Church, is no General Councel. Sub- 
{criprcions, Acclamations, &c: are (as all 
know) not precedent cauſes , ' but ſubſe- 
quent ſignes of the conſent of Councels , 
and ſoare to beadded when they are ne- 
ceſſary , not otherwiſe. Now as all the 
firſt ſeven General' Councels were cele- 
brated inthe Eaft, becauſe the chief He- 
reſies, which they condemned, begun and 
prevailed in the Eaft :: ſo they required 
particular Subſcriptions of thoſe Biſhops 


which were preſent in them, (who were 


molt part of them Eaftern Biſhops) to 
give Authenticall Teſtimony” 'to the 
Church, that they Anathemiatized thoſe 
Herefies. But when Councels were ga- 


thered either- for Reformation in Man- 


ners, or for Condemnation of ſome ſmall 
particular new-born Heteljes', which had 
not infeRted arty conſidetable part; or any 
chief Paſtours ef the Church , (as. thoſe 


- «@ RY 


«ak 
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Ancient Hereſies did).' this formality of 
Subſcriptions wasnot ſo. preciſely. neceſ- 
pan therefore was.not.fo punttually 
ob eryed eſpecially When the:Biſhops 
of Roze were preſent in-perſon, as they 


were inthoſe Lateray Councels : whole | 


teſtimony of the 'conſent of the Biſhops: 
(being aneye-witneſſe of it) wasin thoſe: 
dayes., .(when.they were held ico be chief 
Paſtors-of the Catholique'Church) ſuffi. 
cient.to make their conſents to be belie- 
ved through the whole Church, Thus we: 
ſee, that not onely in the ſeven firſt Gene- 
rall Conncels; butin that of Florexce and: 
T rext alſo, where ſuch prevalent Hereſies. 
and Schiſmes were: condemned and remo- 
ved, Subſcriptions were uſed.; andin thoſe. 
five of Lateray, thoſe two of Zioxs ,, and' 
that of Vienna , they were: not uſed, no- 
AoC. in (the firſt Councel neither, for the 
faid Reaſons. 45 Now \ what 2 vaſt: falſity 
of .canſequence- would this be? Thoſe: 


kiter::Generail.Councels. (which. is halfe+ 


the Councels innumber) have no Subſcri- 
ptionsannexed' to them-in the Tomes of 
Councels :. Ergo, none of thoſe Councels: 
conſented to the -Decrees, of -Canons,. 
which are univerſally received asmade by 
them, ever ſince. P.38.. 
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of thu" Conmcel never” appeartd'in ' any 
Tomes of Conneels, till three handred years 
after it was hela.,” no not in ſome Tomes of 
Conncels, which after three hundred years, 
(45 thoſe of James'Merlin, Anno 25 30. at 
Colen ;) which pat in the Canons of an- 
cienter and of later Councels, as theſe of 
Conſtance a»d Baſil ; bat yo Canons of the 
Fcarth Lateran Conncel under Innocent. 
the Third. And whenthey were produced 
as the Canons of that Ceuncel,-( and not as 
the. Decretals of the Popes onely, which 
might perhaps hawe been-read and «feed to 


to by the Conneet) they were preduced firſt, 
rot out of the Vatican , or other publique 
Records, but cut of a. private ancient Book. 
T hat the Popes and Eanoniſts for three hun- 
dred* years fpace. ſhould let thoſe" Canons 
{if they. had been confirmed by that Coun- 
| cel, which they called General): lie mnpubs 
| hliſktd;and uninſerted into the Tomes of thein 
| Conyucels; 35 to common ſenſe incredible. 
| 0-2 v9. Co 3Q. K.a-£ 424 2 # 
This is aſtrange-kinderof fallacy: how 
couldehole Canonsbe putinto-theFonies 


L,. Thirdly, The very Canons themſelves 


the Gouncel, yer uit approvedner iconſented 


of 
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| 
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of Councels, till three hundred years af- 
. ter that *Councel,: when there were 'no - 
ſuch Totnes ſer out fince that Councell 


till three hundred 'years after it; unleſs 


you would have thoſe Canons- infert- 
ed into the Tomes 'of Councels, be- 


fore any ſuch Tomes were extant, where- 
in they could be put, -Forthoſe of 'Brxi- 
4 were publiſhed: 4930 1606. 'and thoſe 
of Merlin (as youtonfefs) 1530. which 
wasabove three Inndred'years after the 
Lateran Councell ,” that having been ce- 
lebrated Ano 1215. Now (as Geſner and 
Simler witneſs in their Epitome. Biblicthe- 
ce) Merlin. added many Canons and 
Councels to the collection. of 1jdorus Fus 
zior, who flouriſhed about the year 600. 
which argues, that. there were no Tomes 
of Councels fer forth betwixt- thoſe of 
Tkdere and thoſe of 71erlin : for had there 
been any, they ſhould not hive faid, that 
he added Canons and :Councels to thoſe 
of Tfdore'ſs long before him: but to thoſe 
Tomes and Conncels , which had been 
publiſhed the next: before ' him. So that 
there was no-other-Colle&ion of Coun 
cels publifhed; ſince the Conncel of £a- 
teras, till three' hundred years and m_ 

Lap 
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afterit, It istherefore (quite canary to - 
tble 


what you-here "_y ;not onely incredible, 
but impoſſible, that thoſe Canons ſhould 
have. been ;publiſhed in the Tomes of 
Councels, till three 'hundred- years after 
the Lateran Councel.  ., rt 
But-you tell us; that '2{er/ix hath not 
inſerted thoſe: Canons into his; Tomes : 
which if-it be ſo ; it is no great wonder., 
for (as Ge/zer.witneſſech) he colleRted all 
the Councels-into: one'Volume, .and it 
had been very difficult to have put all the 
- ARs and Canons of every Councel before 
his. time into one volume , ſeeing now 
4,6,-nay:30. Volumes and..more, are 
filled with'ithe Acts and Canons of Coun- 
fels.- -Bur if this: Author have neither in- 
ſerted theſe Canons, nor -direted his 
Reader where he may finde them, he ha's 
made a. very .imperfect- Collection of 
Councels : for: Corivlanxes 1n his Sum in 
the Proemium to this Conncel, affirmes, 
That Gregory the Ninth , who [flouriſhed 
inthe Year 72277. onely twelve years af- 
ter this Councel, ha*s: inferted them all 
into; his ColleRion 'of 'Decretals-;, and 
Zinins cites inthe Margin to-every.one of 
them (fave two)in what:Title and.Chap- 
| cer 
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ter they are to be found. Andasit is the 
ordinary cuftome in the Books of the De. 
cretals , to citeevery ſentence, whence it 
istaken-, whether from ſome Councel, 
Pope, or Father , it cannot be. but theſe 
are cited as taken from the Canons of 
that Laterany Councel, as we have proved 
St. Thomas, Scots, andall other Schoot- 
men have cited them - ever ſince that 
Councel ; and as the Canons are cited 
in 6*. from the Conncell of Lions and 

other Councels, Pit: | 
Then you argue thus. Thoſe Tomes 
of Counncels cite the ſaid Canons-from 
fome old Book; and not out of the Yati- 
can, Ergo, they were not conſented to 
by the Councel. Cites not Zi the 
Canons of the Third Councel of Lateray, 
out of an old Book', and not from the 
Patican? Have we tiot the Canons of the 
firſt Councel of - Liens fromian-old'Book 
of Matthew Paris , (whom you-cite as a 
credible Authour)'and not from the' /a- 
tican? Are there not in our age hundreds 
of *Ancient Authors brought to light out 
of o]d Books, and not fromthe Vatican? 
to. which both you- and we. give credit; 
Ye hat monſters of conſequences _ = 
E 
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theſe of yours? But how prove you, that 
the -Colle&tors of Councels took theſe 
 Canonsout of an old Book? you ſay it is 
ſo , andir ſeems, you would have all men 
to think , that your bare affirmation. is 
proof enough, for you bring here no 
other. Yet we hope it will be but juſt in 
us, tobring more. For beſide the non- 
probation of it, it ſeems to us poſlible, 
nay not wholly unlikely, that the Canons, 
which were taken out of an old Book, as 
Binius affirmes, were the Canons of the 
Third Councel of Zateray, and not thoſe 
of the Fourth under Tznccentix: the third. 
For what need had thoſe Collectors to 
be behotding to an old Book to finde 
them, when they were ſo publiquely in- 
ſerted into the Canon Law, and recorded 
by Saint Azthony and others, in their 
. Hiſtories, as the genuine- Canons. of the 
Fourth Zateray Councel. Thus.you take 
_ one Councel, for another. | 


P. 39. 
Onur fourth Reaſon is plain Affirmations, 
T bat they came not to agreement of any 
fuch material. Deerees as theſe 70. or 60. 
Chapters ; Johannes Nauclerus. Tubin-} 
geniisad Annum 1215. Innocentius Papa 
a Rome 


Romz in EccleſiaLateranenſi Concilium, 
five Synodum | celebravit : (He all it 
or Univerſal,' 0 General ,'.as Matthew 
Paris aid, when he ſayes the Patriarchs 6 

Jeruſalem and Conſtantinople were tw; 
Venere multa tum quidem in confuſtatio- 
nem, nec decerni tamen quicquam aperte 
potuit, quod & Piſani” & Genevenſes'ma- 


ritimo; Cifalpini terreftri bello 'interſe 


certabant. Editz tamen nonnullx Con- 
ſtitutiones referuntur , E quibus una ex- 
itit, &c.) which one they reported is none 
of theſe 70. Canyons) Multa denique' pro 
recuperatione Terrz' Sanz traftata fu- 
ere; &c, Multa denique, &c. »: multa 
tamen,:&c. So that the aboveſaid Venere 


cerni tamen'quicquam aperte potuit; were 
other many things alſo befides thoſe laſt of 
the recovery of the Holy Land , which other 
things by reaſin of the Popes neceſſity of ha= 


fening to the compoſing of the Wars broken 


out *twixt the Piſani and Genuenſes, ec. 
could not receive {ach mature diſcuſſion, as 
might bring them to be Conciliarily defi 
ned by thoſe, to one part whereof they ſeem 
ed burthenſome to impoſe, and to the other 
bat placabilia, 

| C. 40. 
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| C4 40...) 
- But your fourth |Argum E. mill 
make nad, for al al eh re you 


haye loft in the three firſt, 7 enere multa 
tnm quidem in conſultationem , mc decern 
Famenquicquans 022, potuir Many things 
cane then into conſulration, and FEA ag 
thing could be ,openly. decreed. The 
words we confeſs, are much to your Lg 
poſe. For ſeeing whatſoever is decreed 
in a generall Councel, muſt be ope»/y and 
publiquely decreed , that being-the Re- 
preſentative of the whole Chutch., and 
the moſt Snblique and high. Tribunall 


among. if. nothing : could be 
openly « Poo in ; hat Councel, it cems 


evident, that abſolutely nothing, at Gy Git 
was decreed in it ; and ſo, (which.is. your 
inference) that the Countel conſe ented not-t0 
theſe, Canons : and: here' you ſee plain- 
y, that we cannot eſcape you, Yet one 
ding you- will, we hope, pleaſe to. per- 
mit us, to plead for our. ſelves, that (un- 
der favour) you cite Nauclerus words 
otherwiſe then they are in the Authour : 
you make him fay aperte, openly, when he 
ſayes apte, fitly, Or conveniently ;\ and fo 
by "_— a ſillable to the Authors _ 
make 


[been made init, thongh not with that 


you change the whole'ſenfe and mean- 
ing of the Authour, , For he ſayes onely 
this, that by reaſort of the wars in 7taly, 
and. beyond the Alpes, nothing could 
fitly , or with convenience be decerned, 
(that is, with all-thoſe ceremonies,  £xa- 
minations, and length of deliberation, by 
reaſon that they werEto:haften/, forthe 
compoſition of thoſe differences: (not 
that they could not receive ſuch mature 
diſcuſſion , as might bring them to be 
conciliarily defined, (as you ſay-here, and 


we have demonſtrated 'the contrary) but 


that both more Definitions might have 
been made, and matters determined , and 
thoſe which were-made, more fully ang 
compleatly digeſied-, then-by reaſon- of 
want -of time: ('for-what” this Authous 
fayes) they were or (could be:' And yet 
ſome Conftitutions are related to have 


Convenience , which might ' have been 
wiſhed : 'and-you make him fay, that no- 


thing couldbe there openly , thatis ab/c- 


lutely concluded : and ſo thoſe Confſtitu- - 


tions, which are related of that Councel, 
were not decreed init, but falfe find _ 
| pos 
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poſititious. We leave this your dealing to 

the cenſure ofthe Auditory. ME 

P;:- 45 | 

Of the ſame Conncell * God- 
 frey, a Monk. of the ſametime 
wrote in his Annuals ad Annum 
1215. Nihil v0 1097" wr | 
quod commendari poſlic , ibi atum eſt, 
niſi quod Orientals Eccleſia (quod antea 
inauditum fuit) ſe ſubditam Romanz Ec- 


a Gotte- 
fredua © 

Viterbi- 
enſis, 


cleſfiz exhibuit, &c. (As- that ork || 


judged thoſe few Greek Biſhops comming to 

that Conncell,called by the Pope to be pe F4 

zeftson to him ;, but which had been not 
card of before, ſaith he.) 

You cite next Godfrey the Monk , and 
that we might know what Godfrey you 
mean, you put in the Margine Gothefreaus 
V/iterbienſes. Now this note might well 
have been ſpared , for Gothefredas Viter- 
bienſis was no Monk, but a Secular Prieſt, 
and p__ Notary to the Emperour 
Conradus the Third , and. Frederick, the 


Firſt, as Bellarmixe witneſſes;, and conti- 


nued not his Hiftory to the Year 1215, 
as you ſay this Monk did , but onely till 
about the Year 1187. in the time of U7- 


bans the Third , to whom he an” 
is 


his Book. Yet we acknowledge there was 
a later Author called Godfrey the Monk, 
but as it ſeems a «very obſcure one: for 


neither Geſ-er-, nor Simleris your owne | 


Authors, nor Gaalterus , nor Bellarmine 


_ takenotice of him. This Godfrey there- 


fore ad Annum 1215. ſayes thus.” Eodens 
ann. Papa Roma Concilium babuit., ubs 
tam de tranſmarinss partibus; "quam de 
cunfin Chriſtianorum finibus, Patriarchss, 


 Archiepiſcopss, Epiſcopts, Abbatibus, Pra- 


latis Eccleſiarum congregatis. in Eccleſia 


Santft Jobannis Baptiſtz , Coxciliun 11 ' 


feſto Santti Martini inchoatum , & wſque 
ad feſtum Sanfi Andrez protrattum : ni- 


hal dignum memorie, quod commenaari poſ= 


fit, 161 aliam eft : niſs quod Oriental Ec- 
clefia (quod antea inauditum ) ſe ſubdi- 
tam Romane Eccleſia exhibuit. Nam 
Conſtantinopoli do in Patriarcham ele 
Romam.: venerwn ; .... ' qu5 ambos concilio 
Carainalinm depoſuit, & tertinm ſubſtitu- 
it, & inveſtivit. ©* In the ſame Year the 


© Pope had a Councel at Reme, where as 


* well from the parts beyond ſea, as from 
«all the parts of Chriſtendom , the Pa- 
* triarchs, Archbiſhops, Biſhops ,Abbats, 
« Prelates of the Churches , &c. being 
| * aſſem- 
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« aſſembled, the Councel was begun in | 


- © the Church'of St:Zohn Baptiſt, on the 

. <. Feaft of St. 24artin, and continued till 
< the Feaſt of St. Andrew. There: was 
-<.noworthy-thing done there, which can 
* be commended to memory; fave rhat 
<© the Eaſt Church ( which had not been 
< heardof before) made it ſelf ſubje& to 
*the Roman. For there came two, who 
<© wereichoſen at Conſtantinople to be Pa- 
<« triarchs (of thatcity,)who, (the Pope) 
'& with the Councel of his Cardinals de- 
< poſed them both, and ſubſtituted & in- 


<< veſted a third. Now draw your poſition || 


from theſe words, viz, That-the Lateran 


' Councel conſented not to thoſe Canons.There]  þ 


was no worthy thing done there , which 
can be commended to memory, fave the 
ſubje&ion of the Eaſtern Church to the 
Romane: Ergo the Councel conſented 
not to thoſe 70. Canons ; how prove you 


this conſequence? Becauſe, will you fay, ] 


ifthey had conſented to thoſe Canons, 
there had been done there ſome worthy 
thing,which could be commended to me- 
mory. We anſwer, that this Authout 
ſpeaks not' of ſuch things as were decree 
in this Councell; and were fo —_ 

; | _ cally 
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ofth 


fihe Chgrch, the Books of Decretals,or 
Canoti law, that they needed not; the 


teſtimony. of any particular Hiſtoriari to 


preſerve the memory of them ; but of 
other accidentary matters, and matters of 


Fa@, as were acted in that Aſſembly, 


whether in or out of the Seſſions of thar 
Councell , which being not ſo authenti- 
cally teſtified, required the Records of 
Hiſtorians to preſerve them 1n memory. 
This appears by the example which he gi- 
veth of ſubſtituting a new Parriarch of 


* Conftantineple,not by the Authority,or in 


the Seſſions of this Councell , but by the 


' Authority of the Biſhop of Rowe, and the 


Councell of his Cardinals. Qxi amboes 
Concilio Carainaltum wepoſuit, & tertium 
ſubſtituit & inveſtivit. Which muſt have 
been done before the Authenticall ſittin 
of the Councell; for otherwiſe there ha 


| been no! determinatee” Patriarch of Con- 


ftantinople init, which all Hiſtorians agree 
there was. And ſecondly, this ſubje&ion 
to the Roman Biſhop was , not onely in 
the judgement of the Authour, (as you 
would perſwade your Reader) but reall 
and effeRuall, For what greater evidence 


ou pn ISS file DEB ad i I + 
* cally inſerted irito the publique Records = 


. 7 
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of Authority and -ſupream JuriſdiQion 
over any Church can there be, then to 
depoſe their Patriarchs , and ſubſtitute 
others in their, places? And yet thirdly, 
this was nouſurpation, or aſſumption. of 
anAuthority not belonging to the Bi- 
ſhops of Rowe. For that_Patriarch ſo 
ſubſtituted by Tnmocentins was accepted 
as the Patriarch of . Conſtantizople by the 
whole Synod , as appears by his fitting 
according to the dignity of his place: in 
that Councell ; what this Authour addes 
concerning this ſubjeQion of the Eaſtern 
Church(quod antea inauditum ) may have 
this morall ſenſe, that to ſubjet them- 
ſelves /o far to the Pope, as to the depoſi- 
tion and creation of their Patriarchs, un- 
leſs it had been in caſe of Hereſie, Uſurpa- 
tion, or Intruſion, was antea inauditum, 
an unheard of thing ,. and ſo extraordina- 
ry, that it muſt have been done by reaſon 
of ſome. very urgent neceſſity , and for 
the 'generall peace and good of the 
Church, For otherwiſe ic was the ordi- 
nary cuſtome of the Eaſtern Churches ( as 
appears in the Councell of Florence) to 
conſtitute their Patriarchs within them- 
ſelves, and onely to require the Pal ,: and 


- Confirmation} 


nd 


ity " Fonith Connetef Latepan, - "1. 


Confirmarioa of then fromthe Biſhop of 
Rowe; What other © fubjeQtion the 'Ea-! * 


| ſtern Churchalwaycs had to the Roman - 


Biſhop, ſhail be treated more fitly in'an- 
other phiian\ Andthough' this Authour 
ſayrhac ſuch-w kinde. of ſabje&ion was 
then er jeauddira, an Unbeard of thing, 
yer he approves of it, a$deingres dima, 
2 worthy thing; and deſerving tobe com- 


mitted to memory, as appears by his 


m_—_—_ cited by you. 'Nhi/ Sent Occ. 
wif quod Ovientalis, 05 

P: 4T; 

\p ib ty, among rhe Prevended Cnnans of. 


that Gouncell, beſide that which we ſhalt ob-"+ 


jeff more" weighty anon, againſt the third 
ant: fourtieth third Canine , As favouring 
of *Herdfie; In the fiftieth Canon let any 
know” the reverence due to the gravity 

f the Decrees of general Conncels, in thy, 
dowbr of theſe Canons , eſtimate , "whether 
theſe following words have any thing like, or 
worthy the 'gravity of a' general Councell, 
or of that'Comneel! (part of the 5ort- Ca- 
on.) Thenumber of four, /aich the Ca- 
m1, dothwell agreeto the prohibition 

of corporall marriage, (viz, that ſuch 
Probibivion. exceed ot rhe fourth degree of. 


Com 


St ns oa tee cen - 
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conſanguinity and affinity). Qfwhich cor 
orall marriage the Apoſtle ſaith, The man 
hack not power oyer_ his own body, bur 
the woman, &c. And why forbid to four 
degrees of kindred? , Quia quatuor ſunt. 
humores in.corpore, quod coniſtat ex qua-: 
tuor Elementjs, &c. Becauſe, faith the pre-: 
rended Canon , the- Humours in the Body 
are four , which. conſiſteth of four Ele- 


meets. 


rn Ve Aa yd D332 ie 
Youcite the Canon lamelyanduntru-; 
ly. It is this. Prokubitio quoque copule 
conjugalts quartum conſanguinitatts & af- 
finttatis gradum de cetero non excedat,quia- 
in ulterioribus gradibus. jam- non. poteſh, ſone 
gravi diſpendio hujuſ1 ny prohnbitio genera- 
liter ob(ervari:, The prohibition of \Conju« 
gall conjunttion ſhall not hereafter exceed 


che fourth degree , (this is the ſubſtance of, 


the Prohibition :)Becaxſe this Prohibition 
caunot now be obſerved without great\ harm 


in more remote degrees. . This 15 thereaſon- 


given by the Councell of the. prohibiti- 
on. Then follows Qxaternarins enim nu- 
merus bene conventt prohjbitioni' conjugi 
corporalis,, ( de quo dicit Apoſtolus ,quod 
vir non habet poteſtatem {i 6orpern4 5; ſed. 


mulier 


"7 


6 
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mulier ; neque mulier habet poteſtatem ſus 
corporrs, ſed vir ) quia quatuor ſunt huno- 
res in'corpore, quod conftat'ex' quatuor Eles 
ments,” For the number of four agrees well 
with the prohibition of corporall Marriagh 
(of - which the Apoſtle ſaith, That the Huſ- 
band hath* not power of is body , but the 
wife: 'and the. Wife hath not power of her 
body but the Hasbaud.) Berauſe there are - 
four hamours in the body, whichis compo- 
ſed.of -the' four Elements. Whereby it 
clearly appears, that the Councell gives 
not this reaſon of reſtraining the prohi- 
bition of Marriage to four degrees onely: 
for.that was delivered bythe Cotincell in 
the former words'ty bethe impoſſibility 
(morally ſpeaking) to obſerve the anci- * 
ent'precept.of the Church in'more then 
four. But onely affirms, that the number 
of fonr-agrees well with .the prohibition 
of -the' corporall: conjunRion of Marri- 
dge ; becauſe the 'body i affetted with 


| four hamoars ,'and confrfts of four Eles ' 


ments: which is no reaſon, but an 4/ſror: 
to a number found'in both , very familiar 


| inancient Authours, You therefore im- 


poſe very injuriouſly and untruly' upon 
the Councell; when you fay, And why for- 
- R 2 bid 
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bid to four-degrees ? Quid quatuor ſunt 
humores in corpore, quod conftat ex quatmer 
Elements, For in theſe'words you would 
perſwade your Reader, that the © ouncell 
gives the four humours;, and four : Ele- 
ments of the body, for'the immediate and 
fole reaſon of this reſtraint, to four de- 


grees onely : then which nothing can be 


moreuntrue. 
; P. 42.. IF 
Sixthly and laſtly. , in defailour of ,any 


ſubſcriptions at the end of that Councel,and * 


ef any Acclamations at theend, the Hiſtoria 
minor of Matthew Paris gives this end, this 
ae to that Conpcel. | Concuyi- Anigquis 
um illud generale quod, more Brjramice 
Papali, grandiaprima'fronte -/ in vir; 
"prz ſe tulit, in riſum-& Scom- Stephens 
ma,quo Archiepiſcopos,Epiſ- £450 


copos, .Abbates, Diaconos, . & Archidia-. 


conos,, omnesque ad Concilium, acciden- 
tes, artificioſc. ludificatus eſt ,  dgſiit. IU 
enim, cum jam nihul geri.in ranto negotio 
cernerent, redeundi ad fua cupidi veniam 
Ggilatim peticrunt ; quibus Papa non 
coaceſhiz, antequam Ghi grandem | pecu- 
niam,promilifſent ,, quam a mercataridus 
Romanis pris accipere mutaug., Papxque 

| ſolvere 


folvere covacts: ſung; antequim: diſcedere 
Romapotnuifſent: Papa jam: accepts pe-. 
cuni2queſtuoſum' hoc Concilium diffol- 
vit gratis, totusque cleras abiit triſtis. 7 
emzic the Eng liſting of this aud-other Teſts- 
were, for brevities ſake; whith 1 may 


Engliſh hereafter. T bis rhe:iffue ro conflry | 


ear .opiyuon of ' rhat'Conncelljinſtead of ſub- 
feriptiens to confirm thoſe Laterath Canne: 
which deviſed (probably) by Tanocentius 


. the third, and confirmed by. his Nephew 


Gregory the ninth, yet were neither wade 
or confirmed by that Councell of 'Lateran, 
what.euer-that were: 
RIB CG 43 | TIT 8 $4 
It is no marvel[ that you. cite texts 
(pretended by yon'ta be of ancieat Aus 
thours) favourable rs your caude:p when 


youcite:them , onely 25 yoortinde rhris 


words alleadged, ict onr profeſſed eve. 


nes, who wilt be fave to make them: as- 


difadvantagious to us as they, Theſe 
Antiquitates Britanmice, were fet out by 


AMarnbew Parke? after the year 1560. 
even it their firſt Edition, which bave nor 
farther credit with ns, then as far as'they: 
agree witlr the anthentical} words ofthe - 
Authour himfelf, Matthew Paris;. and. 


R 3. there- 


Fonrth Conncel of Lateran. 5365: 7 -v 


wan? 


366 Of the Authority of the 
therefore the words ſhould: have bin cited 
out of Pars himſelf., tro have had any 
force againſt us; or deſerved any anſwer 
_ fromus , and this Hiſtoria ſinor of: his 

ſhould have been otherwiſe: ſquared out 
ro.us, whereit might be found , then as it 
is, by lame pieces, here and there quoted 
in thoſe Antiquitates, ſet out by Autho- 
rity:of Matthew Parker , which: is ren- 
dred very dubious, nay, ſuppoſititious to 
us, by ſo. many ftrange. expreſſions, 
againſt religious Orders and others , and 
here-againſt Pope.[nnccentizs, ſo far dif- 
ferent from what Matthew Pars ſayes, in 
his Hiſtoria major':: produce therefore 
this Hiforia' minor it ſelf, and then 'Te-. 
quire:an Anſwer. [Yet whatſoever is, or 
15 not of the Authority of theſe words, 
they make nothing at all to your purpoſe, 
unleſs you firſt prove, that the ranram ne- 
gotizm, that great affair , whereof theſe 
words treat , be the definition of thoſe 
ſixty,(or ſeventy) Canons : which neither 
theſe words ſay , nor can ever be legiti- 
mately deduced from them; and. it is 
much-more probable, that the rant am ne- 
 gotium, whereof they ſpeak , was the .ex- 
pedition to recover the holy Land , _ 
| The 


the defigition-of:the Canons; for: great 
Sums of. money 
tended for that:, but. none ar all for the 
definition, without —_— NN and 
pens 41 SN yaves 
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3x od 5'you) glow. wins own Pro: 
Iny light given to: underſtand. the differ- 
ent acception. bf. the word':Chxrch in it, 


and .ſo-not intelligible; which \js this; 
That he, who. (tparatesorhers nnjuftly from 


the Church Community; wag vhereby' fore. 


fea tially feparate” binſeIf from "the 
ch. :For:initheformier part'of this 


propoſuion, Church is: clearly taken: for 
the v/b/e: Chutch, and inthe later you 
take. for.the inv;/tble;; liovt is, for the 
ire embers ("pong 
"Pi: 4 

" Thus farre heving: Puken: to that Para- 
graphs in particular, and in generall to your 
No fo ed. mention of thit Hatred and Con- 
R 4 tempt 


D 


| FonrohCouncetef iTatetda, - 365 


might be prudently pre- 


dybiousand equivocall, without 


ne a 


368 Then a "of ths. 
gerwpt of | Catholique Communic; we wow 
—_ to a 9 every of the: ref of 0h: | 
geftions, which you make 10"'wi 


all your Papers, iTamhas: You! " p 
II. againſt that our Propoſiron.s; wn 


l who ſeparates others unjuſtly from the | 

I] Church Communion, .'doth thereby con- | 
ſequentially ſeparate himſelf from the © |} 

Church, in. another important acception 

of the word vr that it. Was Fendred 


our. Ps jou "That the nr pen w. 
etbers ” ſym Fear 4 Fo faryen Ins- 
portent ſenſe, fropetbe:Bexly:af Chrifht ; vas. 

( Fad we) be beediwer a dead\ miewber; ind 
ſoan equivocal, and ſome member of un 
Body, h. e. of the \Cherch, in ſome prope 
«cception of the word: C burch: which be - 
ception we there immediately interpreted, 
Viz. St, Pauls acception, 1 Cor 6. where he 
Saith, That no wember of- an Hark can be 
at the ſame time 4 member of Chriſt j\and 
ſo not of his Body myſtical : yet we added, 
that he committing that fin' ſecretly, might 
remain a member of the Charch ,. as the 
C mo confiſted f Biepe, Paſtas; and 
People 


| 


Church; and they : become ſchifmigticall; 
who refuſe to communicate with him, Laſt 
h, for perſpienities ſake. we added, pag-40. 


T6 ude this Reply with-our "rue 


ſenſe in this caſe, which you; by-your:Ar- 


guments, ſaid, we ſeem not willingco'on- 


derftand ,: He which ſeparates-others nn 


juſtly fromthe Communion of the whole - 
Church, ſeparateth' himfelf (  htr5: ou» 


Pr opoſition ) both fromthe exterriat Com- 
 muniontof thoſe, whom. he fo feparares; 


and: fron the. internal: Communion of . 


himſelf farther liable ro-be ſeparated *(by- 


the juſt Sentence of his Superiours); event - 
from theexternall: Communion sf thoſe - 


alfo, whom: tie doth:pretend: at atl:tofe” 


parate. i7beſr uro our words there)" Tory, 


according to: your rule; when nothing can bt? 
objeFtod roar words, how clear now nA diftintt" 


ſrever. we [abour- to be ,' yet you mail}. tell 


Jour Aniitins: ſomething , cithey that oar - 


Propoptiuns ave dubious and equivocal,” and 


ſa:mt intelligeble; papg. 17. or that we-dif<" 
oxeſe very intricately, pag. 14 or perbaps-- 
R Sz 20w..- 


word \'Chinch. confured. . 98) ; 

People : (b. £41 it 14 anogavical polititel - 
Body) for he ſaid exprefly, that ſuch might- 
remain a Bifbop, on Paſtour, inthe'wifible. 


35e The-new Acception of the 
ow-( when we labour to avoid ſuch preten- 
ftons again to be objetfted tows) that we are 
leng while we labour to be glear and diſtintt 
WmETvaoy pant, ins gh has 2 ten, 
> What\ ſtrange kinde- of . anſwering is 
this? We:'ob;et the dubionuſneſſe and 
equirocation of your words,as they ſtood 
in theReply, before you had uſed any of 
theſeExplications , . which you, mention 
here, andyou anſwer vs, : that you expli- 
cated thoſe words clear enough after- 
wards: which in effe&: comes to thus 
much, That a propoſition in any Author, 
or Text in holy:;Scripture, ts.:not obſcure 
before it be explicated; becauſe it'is made 
elear after 1t be! explicated.:'. :Sure you 
were put to-ſoreltraits, when you were 
driven upon ſuch poor fhifts-as theſe. 
We ſhew, that-if your Explications here 
mentioned be true, your-former Propoſi- 
tien.,: taken ſolely init ſelf without and. 
beforethem, is rendred dubiousby reaſon. 
af thoſe very Explicationsof it ; and you 
ſay, that you' gave thoſe explications of 
it, which we acknowledge you: did; and. 
thence argue.,. that rhoſe-Expoſitians of. 
the word:Chmrch, if they be-admitted as 
7700 | true, 


troe, make your 'Propoſition' dubious, as 
i was! firſt» nakedl delivered by you 
: there having they b given Sith 6x et. 


nnorlighe”; whereby ir could be 


plicyrio 
colle&ed.that you took the word Church 
, otherwiſe in the latter part of your Pro- 
[ poſition, viz. We grant alſo;"that he; who 
ſeparates andther Wnjuſty From the Church 
Communiay ; -doth- Theveb) con onſequentially 
ſepurutt' limſelf from +h} Church. 'You 


took, weſay, the word Charch otherwiſe | 


| in the latter -part” hee you gk in __ 
| y_ L107 
| box ci vhertaad 115iD, 45: | 
| os to your whole © wiſtake abinr the 
Charch V 5: le and invifible, we did laff 
reading, throughly and ſufficiently reftifie 
Jour miſtake, that we made no ſuch. diftin- 
Eton ;: but another -moſÞ true ani neceſſary-: 
Jet F- :nce the' Render of your Papers will 
wot ſeldom again moot with this in you as 4 
reſerve', wherewith toturn off our Argn= 
ments and. Anſwers woſp poken ro, &c. | 
C. . 


46. 
-: Either: you madeſuch a diftinion; 08 
yourdelivered a clearcontradiction, when 
ſaid; That a- Biſhop ſeparating anethir 
J nnjuſft Bxcommunication remains ftill a 
Due 


- fr 3 Sn ro dP as 


Þ 


-werd\Church enyfured. 374 


rue. Biſhop: (and. conſequen 
member) ville Cherie: : Now if 
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tly;.a rue 


he, remains @ ere ;Bi/hep,. and: menper of 
the wiſil Church, and yettis 
map 4 ſeparated bunlclt fxom the Chureh, 

t. acception wherein ror neke- the 


_ Chanch,,, . then- certainly -:by org 


word Chaxch youcannet underiiand. the 
wifible.Church , and ſo'muſt eo 
ly. underſtand the inviſible 5 nolels you 


would make that. at the fame- 
time both a true member, and no! true 
member of the viſible Church. Now this 


was our Argument., which becauſeit was. 
unanſwerable. ;/ yu handſomely. canceal. 


it, without: giving the leaſt word of reply, 
to it, Ctr hens 


that. you take it not far. the: inviſible 


- Church, ſo long as our Argument ſtands, 


as-it bithexta ba's. done, nnankrexed 
you, all-the waxzld will-ſee;, that yau:mutk 


_ either have underfigod by is the Two; invifible 


Ehureh, to avoid the:-foreſaid/contradi- 


Qian; er held, that: there iisa Church, 
which is, vaither Usſ#le: nor invidhle; | 
which wauld: de:a: range Paradow,. Fon 


you. 


pleaſe, what. your. meaning. is: by the. 
word Charchin Your BeW-acception and, 


” " SOON _ — oe C.-L 


AT 4.4. —— ww 7” VV , 4* ads A. EL of » WO ge ates... \ of OE = 
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your new 


been 
your Anker veto ne" H —_ tafr _ = 
ternalt and. externa ſepara 

gupon the ſome coatnted.) ropad. 


hen wap of anfoworing ! 


pi. 
fr fee eek * pre-raqugong 
clear miſtake perro n= 


) phanfoed: d 
Chanel? See! your wrHr hve, 


— : I7F- 


chicks heeqdy before), Jag | 
for: the ſame reaſon we om. 


, Uhig believes cither | 


—_ 
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thelique Church, Yet once more in. the be. 
' half; not of :onnſelves,'o;for the! nſtsfying 


of our propeſction:aguinſt you , (for'that 5:5 
to : waadainds Th aL «(fe abl the 
PriteStants of the Charch'of. England, we 
here offer ta maintain',” that the viſibility of 
the Church of Chriſt is more deſtroyed 
from ſome of the Romiſh Principles , then 
fram any-part , or particle of. the doftrine of 
the Church of: England ;;.(ani yet:rhat is 


' that with which jour men; and now you, are 


ever upbraiding us with : ) which of us come 
neareſt the making the.Church inviſible, let 
any judge. Tos, profeſs: to agree with; us, 
and we: with: 110u;:: that'true' Baptiſm, 
(mrhexcof water 3s an eſſential ;'externall, 


- enfible part) being externally received, 


makes. viſible Chriſtians , and a viſible 
Church. 1 hat the true viſble Church us a 
ſociety: of: perſons Believers, and baptized, 


. 6{e, net 4 viſible Church, . Hitherto we- 


agree, you: ſuperadade, that the intention of 
te Prie, or. of him that adminifters Bup» 
85m, ts neceſſary to make it-trae Baptiſm ; 
which intention of the Prieft-ts moſ. cers ain- 


Jy.invifible, af :kt:were certamly, knows: by 


46.3 \bus muſtneeds be. calfs. uncertain to 


wen, who knthe- wii the kuart:s and fo you 
<1 5 make 


| _ 


A JS w ”W_.9n.c —_— MM. ph 


«wird Church coofered gyy 
wake the viſibility of the: whole: Chareh*: to 
depend'eſſentially on-that,: whith 1s-altoge- 
thevinuifible and uncevtans: - ayd\thatir ax 
nomereeertain; ( by-axy thing vifeble)) that 
there 3 awiſible (hurchr; *hey'that core 
tain, which can never be:ſeen, nor certainly 
known. Again, that the vifeble Church 1s 4 
fſeciety of Paſtenrs rightly ordained ; and 
their Flecks adhering t0thems;@ cas amath 
wherein we bath agree.: you! ſwperadade, that 
the intention of v0 4 Prelate is efſerit ially ne» 
ceſſary to the validity of the ordination (ſo 
far as ever we could leary. your diftrine : ) 
if this aoftrine you "will acknowledge. nom 
#.preſſeth you, then you. make all the'tyuth 
of Ordination,; aud'ſo: Paſtors ; aud tonſes 
quently of the .vifible\Church,,. to depend 
pon . that. whish 1s inviſible: and. uncer« 
rain, VIZ. the intention of the. Prelates Ore; 
AMERS. oo) Rt rt bs nd Ae 
ln ty ul ge nv now? 
- You here paſſe over from:pae; 11: to: 
pag-21.. alargereach, andtherebyleave 
unanſweredand unexpreſſedmany-of our 
Difficulties,.and then blame us; for epreſ-. 


ling, that we: omit a ſide and a half. of: 


yours., but; we intreat you firft-to-anlwer: 
that our now mentioned Argument, 
. drawn. 
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drawn from your words, and then we pive 
you freedomto ſay, that we were miſta« 


mit tdDyortiniancesns founded:upon 


. afalſeground> which though they: had 


filled not. onely a whole fide and a half, 


. 


but many ſheetsof paper, they could re. 
quire no-other anſwer ,-then the over- 


e wing: .the:ground.:of them RX whick 


_ any judicions\ Reader will. fee we have. 


done; tillour Argument be anſwered. 


.. 


ſfbte b, 


nightly ordained | Paſtars , and thew ſurety: 


» certainty of thi wifible Church, that 


there may be fare tobe dependance upmthe- 


very intentions of your Prelates and Priefts.. 
Others, mho received their Ordixatios from- 
' . Jour -(hurch', who knew, that neither the 
ſecret wickedneſſe, ner other ſtcret intenti- 
oe; or 27t-pmtention. of the Frelater;b av ones 
tyra vifibleprofeſſed intentios , 75:{afficient- 
a the validity of Ordination,' maybe mare 
eertain of their right Ordination (and /o 
of theim viſible Charch ) ther: yug:, from. 
wbury perhafts they recetued it, cambe: - 


Cl: 48. 


Mkt tn cnt P.: 47+ 5% 
© .Thas have ye left neither certainty of vi«-- 
baptized people, nor certainty of-wifible 


3 + I-3- 1-Y- IF ey, o& woof ah cc + 4% 
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| Pavan nr 


» C46 21116250 of naflyr . 105130) 
All this Wal Pf gteffibr, 
and pure-parergon;, for weters dekied 
thar' the: word Church led its diffittne 
ions;\both in'the wk ently wh he 
ty-Fathersi but! wecontendad 
Churchietitated ithe matverdf $ 
which we have gow in dund;itiwo 
be taken for rhe #ifib/eChureHh, 
of lawſull Paſtors and People: Rn a 
onero'theorher; #nd white al "Seth 
in one Polit! Pp ' 
drawtifroms Mer phy Pup wi 
| Orders evincend' more rhi@ invNde. 


Inyof tC Churgh, or uncervaitity of her 


_ -thery does theimenive ri6vek. 
dey26 Nic Marriage rhpeeſonsto: 


nlicley Sonya apmere Weeeogy 


Eftates, Heirs of Kingdotns, &C; iri Chri> 
ſtian Commonweakhs, -Andthe reaſon, 
whyireither of them evinces, is, becauſe, 
thar:horh2t{hen ::perſns of reprre-and 
credit protiounceall the words, and per- 
forrhe' alt "other" external: Ceremonies res 
quired viſibly in the celebration of Mar- 
riage, they are, with a morall certainty, 
bo! be ſuppoſed to. yield their internall 
conſent, 


_ 
v5 at 
397 
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_ conſent, when noground at all is given to 
ſuſpeR; that they,gave it not. - And when 
perſons of thelike repute,celebrate exter. 
.nally:Baptiſme; or Orders, they are; to 
be ſuppoſed to; bave hada; trueintention, 
which they themſelves; held to-be:as ne 
ceſſaty to::he-yalidity ;of :4hoſe' Sacra- 
ments, as is;the.intention.of; contraRting, 
.inithat of gs: when there appears 


no occafionof ſulpeRing they bad it not. 


Eitherzhecefore you-muſt take away. all 
xiſibjlicyand certainty of -lawfull-Chriſti- 


an:Commonmealchs, Ki ;:Inheri- 
kanees,; 0 97, confeſle ,: £yaur Apgy: 


ment. concludes. notbing againſt the wifi. 
bility, and; certainty; of a, vi&ble Church, 
inthe grounds/-ofi the-RomaniReligion, 
It imports therefore ſittle;whether you in 
yours, 0rthoſe.of 'ithe Roman'Chueoh!in 
their, T;enet , be more certain of theis vili« 
blePaſtqurs, &c. for if. they.have a :ſuf- 
ficient certainty , which excludes all-pru- 
dent doubt, or ſuſpicion of:the contrary, 
they need no-moreto' induceshem;,1jas 


motive of Credibility., xo believe the vi- 
ſible-Church, &c. oo 


om; 0 II 
. Tf here you Reply, [. you may be certain, 


S& yy SY ARM au rw. 


th 


ns 


ord Church - confi” | 3 7” 


fer that God hath promiſed, there ſhall ever 
be 4 viſeble* { barch | we anſwer; that'he 
- | hathas where promiſed, ' that the” Roman 
) | Church foalt' ever Femaine' that ' viſible 
; bavch , or a true viſible part” of that true 
- | viſible Church: but hath: ty: fe 
= If them, that they" ſhould 1109 be 
, ff Aut fear tof* Je fparett wer: ey 
s || wards ber," if the: continue” in his g60dL 
. | neſſe; otherwiſe; that ſhe alſo ſhall be 
l BK cut off, Rom. 11.20, 21, 22; Whereas on 
- Nl rhe other fide he hath mule that promiſe" to 
» WW chem that believe hini;” that'all -whi vifibly 
& ff receives thi holy Sacraments ;' Baprofme; 
- | ZuchaHift; and have Paſtors vifibly vip Hit 
1; if erdained and vifibly profe ſſe the true Faith: 
BH olineſſe , e, and ( ommunias of: the'$ wit? 
n (mhatever be their: Baptizess, 67 Ordainevs 
n } ſecret Intentions } may te Corbin; (#hith 
k þ you carnot be )* that they are' 'a trut vifrble 
f- | Church of {hrift. Now name that Do&rine 
1- if of ears, that thus- obſpures- wes C bureber 
fs viſ nel . 
a 1 Ctagi 
;- | Her is a wider: eicn Toth: /cthen the 
former ; 5 (ang yet you: aretheohely men, 
who avoid all digreſſions ,” and do- your 
"% _ to bring the queſtion to a EY 
111UC, 


Ron | 


380 The new Acceptionef the 
iſſue: hoy often have you profefled this?) 
mult we leave nowrall we. have in hand, 
to prove that the Roman Church is, and 


ever... was the true Catholique. viſible 


Cluirch.> Whereare the Volumes needfsl, 
(whereof you-talk in your tettets) if they 
de, not here: To omit therefore 1o large 
« digreſiion (forthe preſent) :we anſwer , 
that whatſqever is-, or is; not of the Ro- 
man Churches; being the viſible true 


Churclz, or at leaſt atrue part of it, &c, 


To.anſwer your Argument it is ſufficient, 
totell you, that \not. onely; the Roman, 
and thoſe who are united ro.her',; but the 
Eaftern Chucch alſo,andithiole of her uni 


ing to be ſo before your innovation, 
the intention of" the - Baptizer; 


Prieſt; 
validity of the Sacraments; that having 
been defined inthe Conncel of Florence, 
both by thoſe of theEaſternand Weſtern 
Churches : and we would gladly. know, 
whether thoſe of the\.Eaftern Church 
haverevoked, and contradicted thar de- 
finition-everſince that time, from appro- 
ved Claſftique Authours. Either there- 
fore_ſhew that. t7ne intention was not 


Pa ee @&t m- pe of 


ga, and fo all Chutches vitble or pre. 


and Biſhop , Was neceſſary to clie 
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thus | 


word Church. confaced; 
thus required by. &me' viſible Churches 
| os time, or acknowledge , Ghar 
the neceſlity-of it; you con 
tradi all che-xiſible Churches in rhe 
world, which were before Proreftancs be- 
sunto-bewiſible.'- | 
P. 32. Num. 2. That heh you fay 
tour ſecond Argument of theenvolun- 
tarineſs ofthe.conſequent Separetion- of 
ones.ſelf from the Church by: wnjuſt S6- 
paration of others ; -&c: expnot befaidin 
your new opiniog, of underſtanding that 
Separation of enes ſeff from the cormpa- 
ny of the lively members of Chriſt onely; 
for1 have ſhewed ,: rhat whoſoever com. 
mits ſuchanunjuſt ad; ſaparates hinſelf 
as voluntarily from them; as he does from: 
the Head, Chriſt pur Saviour, whoſe'by- 
dy that inviſiblemmber-of frel mens. 
bers are; as you acknowleds 
Liter. Towhat you's of volt. 

tary >» cauſa, in unanjuſt excommunice- 
tion, is grounded-erther in a falfe v 

of our ext, or inſome inadvertency: in 
the reading of ir; *For- our Text ha's it 
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| | 3:#4;: not 5njuſtty + and wehope our for. 
- lemn wordsmay taken , that we made 


t || no change inthe writing , ſince it-wis. 
is þ wutten out. P.49. 
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gt) voy Bond booting bull 

Next there. Pag, 11. you endeavony to 
wake that propoſetion of. ours to 66 falſe. 
For fay yon, he'that ſeparates bthers'un« 
juſtly, [eparates vo! bimſelf;from the'Body 
and lively members of Chriſt. conſequen- 
tially, bur formally avd primarily. . For 
that unjuſtice ſeparates from the number 


of. the juſt formally and primarily, butuot- 


copſequentzaly;'as we have ſaid. Wo an- 
ſmirgyowerxe greatly to think, that ta be a 
tively members. of Chriſt ſiiper adaes 10- 


k 
| 4 
thing at all, but 5s the ſame formally and. || | 

a 

| s 
[2 
E 


wholly, with being of the number of the 


juſt.c . whereas theſe, are net. fatmally and 
wholly, or) prety. the ſame; as ſuch: for 
then;conld. they, never. be ſepdrated * but 


juſt perſons, asluch;- might have been juſt 
perſons , and have bten juſt:iperſonr,: that 
were not Vi formalis rationis juſtitiae , as. 
ſuck, tha membirs of -br its Body. v. gr. 
Oxr firſt parents: in ther ſtate of : Inneency, 
whiles they ſtood init, were of the number 
of the. qult. All mankinde might have 
been, and might. bave:continued juſt pers 
ſans, - and might not have been "Jet for all 
that members of (hrifts bedy: which 
ſuppoſes C brifts F$nearnation; - So that 
v; * 2 #1 As 


| 
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4 Adept of Sins inthe Sqn of God 


made the Son of man; that we might be- 
Come the Sony of God, ſo allo (ommuni- 
Y on wich, and beceming nrcmbert of Chriſte 
1 ve 1ſicall 'Body;; to'be' members of 
his Body; 0fF liis Fleſh; and of his Bones, 
| (a StiPaul {aith Believers are; Eph: 51) 
| # a difintt benefit, and honour\," and pri 
{ viledge , promiſed -and- given'by Cliff 
| 10 all , who turn: from wnyuſtice by vefien- 
tance” #0 Riphteontfneſſe * of 'Got%2*a0ff 
| believe'on 'the blood # 

| by one Spiritbaptized ifito' 

4 dy, (1 (ormbians 12: 13.) Sothen your 


Chrifts (Body';2bf btk Fleſp> andi of 
Bone:;''andto: be ttjuct, rh# [tne (o 
ly with cutting binſelf off | frons that pri-' 
Wl 2/cage , honour and benefit . which we: 
= prove tobe dift-»4; though nt ' neecſarily 
ROPng: 270-100 70064 hone 
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T bis whole e Praragh, might ' hav 
been welt ſpared z for. who ſeesnot., that - 
weteat(as Chailtians: uſe.to do) of. Ju- 
Rice, #9 Boy por afrerthe-fall of our 
fir Paremes,,, reſtorgg-to us! by our Savi- 
qur ? Astherefore.every mart ,COMm- 
mitted in this preſent ſtate, deſtroyes and | 
RING Graceof Chriſt, 
»andeſſcayally ; anddoformal. ; 


pacates choſez who com- 
mit it, En of theſe-who are || 
jultby the Jy 
cammuicationof others from. the viſi ble | 


of Ghriſt; -founjuſter- 5 
Church of Chriſt; (for ofthat.ſtill we dil.. | 
pute).beiag a morgallſin;.nutformally, 
and not TED: (as youlay,) FA 
age %, hom he qumber.aftheguit,: that 
is, thelively members of Chriſt. "Now 
to: ſhew.the. weakneſs of. this your. far 
fetcht nveation, even, from Adam and | 
Exc's, innocency',, we to Know, 
whether marcall- ſin. deſtroyes: formally 
the Grace and: Juice, of Chriſtin a ſoul 
immediately. before juſtified ,: or. ag-:'if 
irdefroyesic.ngt , we then de: | 
mand, hat deſtroyes ic: formally. ; if fin. | 
do not. 3 or why it is called Light, and | 
Oo” mortal : 
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word Church confuted. 385 
mortall fin darkneſs ; why it,Z«ſtice , and 
mortall fin, iniquity, &c. It they be not 
formally oppoſed one to the other. If 
you' fay, it deſtroyes it formally , then 
your argute Arguments ſolved: and our 
exception againſt you confirmed. | 

Neither is the term of /ive/y members of 
Chriſt, (now attributedto all the juſt) a 


conſequential, but'a precedential, or cau-- 


fall predicate to juſtice, or the juſt; or at 
leaft- a formall effe& of Juſtice in this 
Kate. For therefore are the juſt ſaid now, 
ro be lively members of Chriſt, either be- 


cauſe they are juſtified in Chriſt , that is, 


by his ſole merits; as the: meritorious 
cauſe of their being juſt, or becauſe ſuper- 
natural juſtice , formally makes them, 
children, ſervants ,- and living members, 
united to Chriſt as parts of his myſticall 
body to their head, both which ſenſes are 


= deftrutive of your poſition. And as our 


firſt Parents in the ſtate of Innocency, 
could not be faid conſequentially live 
members of God', bur either cauſally, 
they being made juſt by the tree good- 


# neſs and charity of God, or becauſe ori. 


Sinal Juſtice made ' them formally the 
children and friends of God ; ſo that juft 
$ now 


386 The new Acception'ef the 
now, cannot be-ſaid, to beconſequential- 
ly, but either cauſally , .or formally. the 
hve members, of Chriſt, .-If you.fhould 
reply , Thax, if. rendering .one. a lively 
member of Chriſt. be the .formall effect 
of juſtice, thenall juſtice muſt have that 
effet; for the formal effe&t ofevery thing 


is common to the whole ſpecies, which 1s. 


not true here, for original juſtice. in the, 
ſtate of innocency had not that effe&: 
weanſwer,: all juſtice muſt-have that ef- 


fet, Quantum eſt cx ſe, or per ſe loquendo, 


or .conditionally ſo muchas belongs to 
juſtice, ,baying a power to effeR .it , &c. 


% o 


we grant. 1t.;.all juſtige muſt have chat 
effect actually, andcompleatly , andnb- 
ſolutely we deny-1t.So that all true:ſuper- 
rtatural juſtice hach for its formal.effe&, 
to render. the juſt a friend or live member 
of God, :if God be not incarnate, it hath 
only a power to make onea friend. of God 
incarnate conditionally,chat is, ſuppoſing 
that he were incarnate, it would make 
himhis friend, if he be incarnate acually, 
juſtice makes the juſt abſolutely, or com- 
pleatly the friend of God incarnate, that 
15,4 lively, memher of Chriſt. ;As-white- 
neſs hath onely a conditionall power to 


make | 
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word Church" confuted 397 \Þ 
make a,wall white, ſuppoſing there be no 
aRual wall wherein to put it; but if ic be 
put. aftually into a wall, it makes it for- 
mally,abſolutely,;and compleatly whute. 
1 agen oor BIS Ont, ok; 
Bat this errer.of - yours hath perhaps its 
ſpring from another , then- which yet it #5 
worſe, viz. that fuſtification is nothing 
elſe inits formal reaſon; but inherent righte- 
on{ne(5-;,or. being of the nttmber of inherent- 
ly juſt perſonss, Thi you fight againſt us 
out of:Principles;not-common to us both, nor 
true; and protratt the difpute by many lit- 
tle cavils, not at all pertinent to the main 
queſtion; but glad it ſeems you would be to 
refute :ſome; paſſage of ours or- other, that 
fulls from: u vecuſronallye... 
w7 HIT 6877 5 OOO 
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Here-is a -third Digreſſion about-in- 
herent Juſtice, of the ſame extent with 
the former (for you- muſt needs remove 
all that you think. we will lay , whether 
we fay.it or no ,.and. ſo. you may.make 
work-for volumes 'enough., and bid the 
queſtion :in. hand. adieu: ) but. we mult 
cut you ſhort ;-and labour to keep you 
near to.the.mark, by telling you, thatin 

toeyer:your or we conſtitute juſtify- 
IHE | S$ 3- ing 


— __——— 


333 Thenew Acceptionof the © 


ing Grace, ordivine Juſtice,” {till the juſt 
are truly juſt, and all mortall ſinsaretru- 


* lyunjuſt, in what ſtate or manner ſoever 


they are conſidered : and fo all mortall 


ſin, ſuch as Schiſme, whereof we ſpeak, is, 


muſt be formally oppoſite, and deſtru- 
Rive of all juſtifying Grace', and there- 
by formally ſeparating thoſe , who are 
Suilty of it, fromthe number of all juft 
perſons: andifofall, then from the num- 
ber of the lively members of Chriſt , who 
are as truly juſt (though not ſo perfeRly) 
as were ourfirſt Parents in time of their 
Innocency. 
| P.-C. LF 
Yonr fourth Objettion therefore there, is 


like the reſt, though we had told you'expreſ- 


ly our ſenſe of our own words, yet you tell us 
that cannot be our ſexſe of that paſſage, and 
but 4 paſſ: age obiter, ot at all importing ro 
the queſtion for (whether the unjuſt Ex- 
cemmunicatour did, or 'did not ſeparate 
himſelf alſo) our queſtzon , our definition, 


v  F . _ 
of. " —_ 
. Y 6.5 « & — 
'4 Y , 244 


our Arguments accuſed bim of $chiſme for þ 


ſeparating others - "which 75 uetther more 


air leſs true nor falſe whether that paſſage "& 


be true or falſe. But you have tried your Wi 


firengrh againſt that pur paſſage, and have 
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 word;Church confuted; 389. 
confirmed it ta us, rather then weakened it, 
And thus again me advert , (that we may 
leave this once more for all in-the Anaitors 
due Obſervation) you are the-canſe of the 
digreſſtons, which ſwell the Controveyſie. 

in” 4 C. 52. 


- ; After you have made theſe three need- 
leſſe digreſſions, you fall foreupon usto 
remeve the blame from your. ſelves. The: 
paſſage abouz which we controyert , was 
of main importanceto thequeſtion which 
we treat, of. the natureof, Schiſme., For 
if.every one, who ſeparates another-un- 
juitly , ſeparates conſequentially himſelf. 
from the viſible Hierarchical Church, (for: 
- we rg. cM or frit except- _ 

d againſt it,and have proved finceghagit. = 
could not be underſtood. otherwiſe) cheri 


 whatyou ſaid, and have endeavoured co 


proveall this while,viz.T hat there 5s ſee 
Separation from the viſible Charch,befide 
that of ones ſelf, (or asyou ſay at other 
times, which's yot & (eparation f enes ſelf) 


which . is truly, Schiſme , will be over- 


thrown: ſeeingevery unjuſt Separation 
of others from the viſible Church, will at 
leaſt conſequentially be-a. Separation of 
ones ſelf from the viſible Church, Whe- 
| "5 S 3 ther 


F off 


396 Thrwvew Acceptionefthe 
ther this therefore, 'as your propoſition 


was firſt underſtood by-us; was a needfeſs 
digrefſion, made, (as you ſeem more then 
once to accuſe us ):to 'avoid the dire 
queſtion th-hand, and prolong unneceſla- 
rily the diſpute ,, we-remit_to all equall 
judgements. *But the truth is'yort have 
found yourſetves'not alittle ftraitened in 


the defence of it, and'therefore ſhew your (| 


ſelves ſo-unwilling to have it ſiſted: 'and 
that this miglt*not' appear,” you'uſe afl 
, RE TRYTTES- TE ro L102 WOASE. 
your chdeavours to perfipide "54 
ders, that'it was ikedlefs digre 
ſo not of concern whether 'you make it 
Sood or no. +159-onh wb 


dh6-8 | -P. $2. nach - | $5 
S Witt: but why moſt that'be our fenſe, 
which we ſay was "ot our fenſe ? Becauſe 
elſe our diſcourſe "would be Taconſequent 
for that we fall upon the propeſition by 
treating a Saying of yours. Here ou mm 
force ms, (as if #t were your delight) that 
the conſequence andeecon of one line” fpo- 
ken mn this twentieth time 'be repeated 
from the beginning. The conſequence there- 
fore and contexture of (our diſcourſe , and 
Yours was this ; (for we forink. not an inch 
«from it:) 4 little before that* paſſage " 
preſſed 


us 
" il 
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word Church confirtes- Res 
preſſ ea you to Live! 25 but-a: ? unltual An- 


ſwer L0-OHY. 1418 Queſtion. and: Argament, 
which was this., Was that At of Diatre- 


phes, viz. his: unjuſt caſting out of the 
Church: the Brethren, and that for no 
other pretended cauſe, 'but their keeping 
that Communion ; - viz.. with St; Feb», 
which you and we know to-kave: een cue 
and: Catholique Communion: .was.;.:or 
was not that Act of::Dzotrephes done 


for that cauſe, properly and [formal- 


ly Schiſmaticall ? Ar laſt we obtained an 
Anſwer that it was, fer a.reaſon which you 
aſſigned: becanſeit contained in.it a ſepa- 
ration we Sr. John, \ayd. from the whole 
Church. We replyed, That neither. was 
that a punttual Anſwer. to the: Queſtion, © 
Was that A&, asdonefor.that reaſon:by 
us aſſigned, Schiſmaticat;; or-no'?? 4nd 
the reaſon you gave. meTold you, ras nt an 
Anſwer tonsat als; frnburb:might be rea- 
ſens : for ſaid we to you, you cannot pretend 
that your reaſon denies oars to be a reaſon. 
For *twas poſſible (whethes true or falſe, we 
had nomecefſity to enquire.) . T hat that Aft 


_ of Diotrephes'mightbe Schiſmaricall buth 


for your reaſon aud ours alſo. But \if it 
were once confeſſed, - that that Afof Dio- 
S 4 trephes 
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trephes as properly Schiſmaticall , for 
that reaſon alledged by ms, viz. for that 
*rwas done for that onely pretended cauſe of 
their keeping due Catholique Communion, 
then had we evinced our cauſe , Viz. that 
ſome unjuſt caſting ont of the Brethren out 
of the (hurch, as done for that unjuſt cauſe, 


was properly and formally $ chiſmaticall, P 
whether other reaſons concurred, or prece- | 
ded, or followed yours , or ours , concerned | 


2 the Elenchus ar all; they as for your 
reaſon alledged , for that that Aft did con- 
tain'in it a ſeparating himſelf from the 


whole Churth, we replied this in effeft, that b 11 
#5 to your reaſon of ſeparating himſelf, t hat AF 


though ttwere ſufficient for u4 to the over- 
throw of your Theſis , which you had laid 
down inthe head of your diſcourſe, (viz. 
That there is no ative Separation , ſave 
that of ones ſelf from the whole Church, 


which can properly be termed Schiſme) 7 
that Diotrephes wnjuſt aftive Separatios 7 
of the Brethren from the Church, as done 
for that moſt unjuſt cauſe, h.e. as ſuch 
ative unjuſt ſeparation of the Brethren, \ 


was formally Schiſmaticall, If it were 


Schiſmaticall for your reaſon alfo( as there | | bY 


b7 virtually ſeparating himſelf al/o from 


St. | 
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_ word Church confuted; 393 
[3 St. John and from the Church, ) what did - 
3 that burt us, .Who, knew. an Aft might be 
F* Schiſme for more reaſons then. one? andthe 
ll © nature of. our definition and diſcourſe tended 
#7 70 exclude many reaſons , that might make 
= an At or Perſon Schiſmaticall, whiles you 
3 would have but one. We "who all along had 
[*$ granted your one, refuted now: your deniall 
" [8 of onr other, by alledging that Att of Dio- 
& trephes Schi/maiicall for our reaſon, which 
= was other from yours; and you would 
IF neither grant nor deny our reaſon , but onely 
3% [aid another thing of your own , to which 
33 we then: ſhewed, that we were willing to 
' 33-/prak. to it ,, that we might ger you to con-. 


18 feſs, or deny our reaſon, (which if you had 
I demed we offered the proof of it : ) and there- 
'* upon-follow thoſe words of ours, onely thus 
52 condeſcenſion to. you ſpoken occaſionally, , 
3 but moſt truly , (on which you: have ſpent 
'Þ more of the conference, then on the queſtion 

Ti ſelf: ) viz. That -we had . our ſelves 


i L; aamecena by contended, that he alſo, who 
*% ſeparaterh . others . unjuſtly from - the 
+ Church Communion, doth thereby: in. - 
/ deed (if not ſeparate before) .conſequen- 
(27 tally ſeparate himſelf from che Church. 
-13 Naw becauſe we conld, ry were willing to 
| £04. - 


” 
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robin to you in ſome ſenſe of bis ſepara- 
Hug nm{elf from the Charch alſo there. 
fire you leg go the quaeſioW abr, vi 
all-yoar forces toextort from 14,that though 
we alwayes ſaid no, yet we muſt veeds mean 


-the ſame ſort of ſeparation of himſelf from 


the Church, in the ſame Acception of the .\| 
ord Chutch, wherein you contended for it. | 


.. As if becauſe we are willing to ſhew jou in 


 "Fomething like your Aſſertion, we can eom- 
' Ply and conſent unto what you contend for, | 


therefore we muſt needs grant yow all you 


contend for in that Sajing of yours: And 


then our word (He) that ts, every be , ts une 
argument, and next our word: (Allo) that 
we had connefted our propoſition to jours by 


the word Alſo , is another.” And the word | 


(Conſequentially) is made a fourth argu- 
ment. Thin bubbles blowh up of atery con- 
JeQures againſh.our certain knowledge and 
declarations of our ſenſe © for we admit” our 
Propoſition to be univerſall (every the) as to 


the [ubjeft of the propoſition, where the He |: 


3; placed, bat not tothe Terminus a quo i 


* — 


rhe predicate. And what of 'AIfo? and for Y 


1 

i 

8 

By 

f 
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the word Confequentially we ſhall) ftrait þ | 


fhew , that that it ſelf upon yuur wn urged 


prixciples, might have chetkt your under- || 


rARVgs 
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taking. Torr reaſe 002. why that muſt be our 
ſenſe, is, becauſe our words, which we fell 
upon, ſay you , im treating of your, words, 
muſt needs in every word in that whole ſen< 
7 rence be taken in the. ſam? ſenſt with yours. 
* mTWhenet derive you this Dominion' 5 diſ> 


courſe ? But that we might allow'you,” that 
every unjuſt Excommunicatony ( and” not 
onely Diotrephes, there” one ampliation ) 
aoth ſeparate onſelf- theres vne conceſſion 
40 you)" and from the'Charch 7 (there's 
another conceſſions you) thus far" we'can': 
but did we put onr” ſelves nnder your power 
to extend our words for us , as fav as-Jut 
pleaſed; in that-Iatitude , which you know 
we never expreſſed, and we know, wentuer 
meant.' If Chriſt our" Lord: fell on thiſe 
words of b;s, Let the dead bury theiidead, 
in treating or anſwering, thoſe words of an- 
others, Lord letmefirſt po- and bury 'my 
Father, h. e.mydeadfather.,. Luke 9. 50, 
60 Shall axy therefore obtrade. upon. 
Chriſts-words ; that dead *n the ſubjeft of 
Chriſts propoſotionwuſtm all conſequence of 
diſcourſe be needs-underſtood in the ſame 
ſenſe, wherein the:rman, whoſe words gave 

occaſion to Chriſts words , had implied his 

Father to be dead ? na neceſſity,no ſuch law 

therefore.. | C. 53> 
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You ſwelled your Anſwer; juſt now |: 
with three needleſs digrefſions., and now Wit 
you blow it up with as- many needleſs re- Wike 
petitions... What, we pray. you, required 
this whole leaf: i» folio, and a page, re- 
peating what you have ſaid , and we an, 
ſwered over and over long before this? 
Had it:not. been fufficient-for the preſent 
difficulty, to have repeated the ſentence 
next hefore- that of yours, to haye ſhewed 
what force the word. 41/o had? And. yet 
in doing all.you have been fo long abour, 
you have not done this, which was onely 
ta have been done ; neither give you any | 
dire& anſwer at all to our objetion | 
drawn from the word A//o, but. onely 
ſay, hat of Alſo? We told you what 
before , and you ſaw it ſo clear, that you 
could-not anſwer it; and ſo you thought F7? 
it beſt ſeemingly to light it , by a what of |} 
Alf ? and ſay no more to it, becauſe you | 
could ſay nothing. But we will teH you, |# 
(fince you will needs know it) what. of || 
Alſo. We had immediately before aſſert. || 
ed, that thoſe, who ſeparate others. un= | 
juſtly from the vifible.Church , are not, 7 
conſtituted. formally. Schiſmariques by 4} 
that. 77 
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word Churcltconfured: © 597 | 
& that unjuſt Excommunication q#4 talz,. 
tas ſuch; but by ſome formality of Separa- 
tion of ones ſelf involved init; , becauſe 
[Hevery Schiſmatique ſeparates himſelffrom 
F#the Church. Now you joyn iſſae thus. 
FSfar with us,faying, We grant. that he alſo, 
"MF &c. who ſeparates others >unjuſt ly from the 
3 Church Communion, conſtquentially ſepa- 
[1 rates himſelf from the Church. Now'wh: 
[ &can this 4//o of yours fignifie toa rationall 
Eperſon, fave this, that: youaffirm., that 
'F{eparation from the Church'to, be done 
Fconſequentially , which. we ſay. muſt. be 
F7done formally, to conſtitute Schiſm, when 
 Fothers are unjuſtly ſeparated. from 
 F#Church Communion. . The word. 4/{«- 
'& therefore manifeſtly imports , that you 
#7 muſt ſpeak of the Church in the latter 
FZ part of this.ſentence, as we had done, thas 
- FFis, of the-viſible Hierarchical Church, 
4 with this onely difference, that you. ſay, 
-'Þ that this ſeparation happens-canuſequenti= 
'& ally, and we . primarily and” formally. 
* {7 Now to fay, as you are forced to ſay, 
. ({# (for otherwiſe you were not able with 
. | any ſhew. of probability to anſwer our 
- 'Y Arguments). that you meant by Charch 
7 here,onsly the nwmher of the Lively. m_ 
|; ers... 


398 Thenew Arception of the 
bers of Chriſ#,&ec; makes your al/o to have Þ 
_—_ at all with, any thing, that 
we had ſaid: for we never ſo-- mnch. as 
madetheleaft-mention of the /ively mem. 
bers of *Chrift, -or' dreamt of the-word 
Church taken in that ſenſe, 'wherein-you F 
now take it inthe treaty- of Schiſme' be- |. 
twixt us : aud thus you have-heard what | 
of alſo'? And hereafter by comparing an [ji 
tell yon ſomething more;of har vf iſo? | 

Your inſtance from Like 9. 56:60. is 


s :. © __ 


nothing to your purpoſe : for-it appears if © 
clearly by the very words themſelves, that 4 
dead in the firſt part of the ſentence is (if - 


onely-' ſpiritually 'and':meraphorically (i ; 
dead : fot had it ſignified corporally or re. | | 
ally -dead , how could thoſe dead bury It ; 
their dead ? That: being conmaturally an I | 
action of a living-perſon; and ſo-the pro. FR : 
potittoniis neither dubious, norequivocal, | F ; 
having lightenongh in it ſelf to explicate | Þ] 

4 

{ 


ſelf; which yourshad not. Neither fay | 
we., that when -by- occaſion of anothers | if 
diſcourſe- one.confers with: them, that }Þ 

they are alwdyes obliged to ſpeak in the | 77 | 
fame fenſe-,*thit the other" did; wales 7 1 
they both ſignifie they intend todo 10:(as | | 


you: || 
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50rd Chnreh confiere} — 599 
rd 1/0; and our Savi- 


; awe clareſhowe yorhrerorn : 
| this of yours. | 


Wext we will WAI ot ; AY EY wi 
chowſeluch before. ye KTalBt to 6 "Mean - 
ing of theys, and we plamly: taltlyos Uther 


& [chves might have told you; "and dhethe rhis 


your indertaking nponr #5. "For did mot we, 
who ſpake, know Fur our. Senſe As, -that ins. 


any unjaſt 'Excon runretions of others, 


hwere Sch ny Sb i-Hd 
Le day Diotreots%, fs fork 2 Fo 


i paratour ſejarated bimſeif;or hhad') warited 


himſelf before autecedently fens the 45, /2b te 


1 Church? "Now. when. we cue. v; 3 
z that be did'#t- confeq {cs 


our word', that eur par oi, 201 be Buve 

Juſtifica! It )- which Je Wwe knew; Was uh, 

could not be your LL Yor conlil not 
but diſcern, *twas yod oxy intent or profeſſi< 


| J 011, t0 comply with 2904 1 "7 all Jour meaving 
8 ard [ſtnfe, Out fo far, as truth wild begs, 


If here 1 Fenndoneis 
Fe $4 
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ep ono bon 00 $7 </f -74 77 
. Who could gather what your 'ſenſe 
was ,' or was not., but by your-words? 


Where did.you deliver ,that-#: any unjuſt | 


Excommunication. of. others ;.which were 
Schiſmaticall, , the mnjuſh Separatonr 


ſeparated himſelf, or had ſeparate him. | 
ſelf. before ,  antecedently from. the wiſible- | 


Church? Certainly if. you had ever ſaid 


ſo, you had both-fully maintained an af. 

* ſertion againſt your felves, for then every | 
unjuſt Excommunication of others, had ' 

not beena. ſeparation , and .not. of ones | 


ſelf, and you undertook to prove it was, 
and youl 


this pn he te APE you could.notan- 
Mver,but 

\ . But whatſoever you ſay now of Ante- 
cedently being ſeparated:from the viſible 
Church,could no..way ſignifie., that . one 
might not, conſequentially ..to. ſome at 


which he had done, ſeparate himſelf from | 
the viſible Church alſo. For what con- | 


rtradiQtionis there in the. one more then 
inthe other 2: . Thus if one ſeparare others 


unjuſtly from the Church Communion, f 
wirh.ſo great a pride and obſtinacy, phe 3" 
E-- 


| dexpoſed your ſelvesto all the 
objections, which we have made againſt | 


y flying to the inviſibleChurch; | 


x = tin tg wo mw ey noon A es 


”'» *» ow = Yo 


word Church confured. 401 
he chuſes rather to ſeparate himſelf from - 
the whole Church by anuniverſal rejeti-. 
on and rebellion «. ng all his ſpiritoal ſu; 
periours, rather then receive them again 


& into the Church, conſequentially to that 
unjuſt. ſeparation he ſeparates himſelf 
4 from the whole viſible Church. We fay 


not, you were any way obliged to com- 


M ply with us in all our meaning andſenſe, 


(as you here infinuate we do) but onely 


410 far as your expreſs words fignifie you 
'Fintend to comply with us, as here the 
{word A// ſignifies. tg Vf 


 Seconaly, our very words ſyew to any, 


= that we would purpoſely avad to declare 
Y 07 intent of ſeparation of the. unjuſt Ex- 


WE communicatour from the ſame*' (hurch 


Communion, from which he unjuſtly ſepa- 
rated others : And therefore whereas, if we 


* had intended what you reſolve we muſt mean 
I whether we did or no, the conſequence and 
UB file of ſpeech had required ns to have ſpoke, 
© that be alſo which . ſeparates others unju PA 
© from the Charch Communion, doth thereby 
Þ& #n:deed (if not ſeparate before ) conſequenti- 
3 ally ſeparate himſelf from the Church Cens- 

$ z:4ni0n ; but in the conſequentiall ſeparati- 


Of. 


402 T he new: Acception of the 

on we. left out there the word Church Com. 
munion, then.and altering the file of ſpeech 
Jaidonely., that he ſeparates kumſelf fron 
the Church (viz. i or declared. acceptia 
of the word Church)who unjuſtly feparatu 


ovheri ours the Charch Communion. 
C55. 


Whatyou ſay of ſeparation from the 


Church Communian:in the: firſt part of 
yourſentence, and of ſeparating himſel 
from the Church intheſecond, is a diſtin! 
ation without a difference ; have not both} 
you and we moſt frequently uſed bot 
theſe tearms promiſeuouſly for the ſam: 
thing : nay, ih our yery definitions them- 
ſelves, have not we uſed ſeparation fron 
the Church, andyou'from the oxe body « 


Chriſt, whereby weexpreſfed. our ſelves i 


to mean the viſible Hierarchicall Church, 
andyou acknowledge you-meant no othet| 


then we did, in your definition ; and nei 


ther of us uſed the tearm from Churd 


Communion, ſo that the word Charch wi, 


tobe underſtood by.us both, : to be more 
clearly ſignifying the ſame viſibleChurch, 
then the term Charch Communion, eſpeci| 
ally, ſeeing that you diſtinguiſh preſently] 
Church Communion into i»ternal and} 

extcrnall, 
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t 
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- word Clnirch copfared.- 403 
m.ex:e1-al; and*thatwhoſocyer wilftlly 
ch induces'an other Cathdliqueinco thortall 
on (Gn, cauſeſly 'and unjuſtly; feparates' him 
10 Bifrom* the * z»ternall Communion of the 
: {Church, if not ſeparate before. bib 

IT © Bur' to fliew- unanfiverably , that by 


"barch here you muſt mean, \the viſible 
the WHierarchica}f Church , 'amd by 4/fo the 
01 8fame ſignification-of Charch; and diviſion 
(el BFfrom it which we Gpnified , and by divs- 
Un", ing, Or ſepars 2g, onely the externall 


oth Meparation frqmitheHierarchicallChyrch 
ſic re ute (lice you wi needs 
meWorce'ys to extreinities) we wilt clearly de- 
-Wuce from your own words, whereto you 
on{Felate in'this place. on 

' 4 - You. fay th Fiore, page 28. printed, 
i Wire bave indicdqur beer granted, 

, Wont ended: that” he” aſs "19hi [eparate 

het Worhev's nj uft ty from: th# Church Communt- 
el- |, doth thereby indeed (if not ſeparate be- 
rib Bffore'): conſequentially ſeparate himſelf from 
ma þhe Church... Now the words wherein 
ore Wy6u ſay here, yptr 27-49:ed, andcontended 
>, Wrlins much,are for die he 6. print,and 
ec there onely, before you writ'this paſſage. 
ly} Your words then , . in that paſſage , page 
00F 6. aretheſe, 'viz, 9 wonder now to read 
all. © * Joru 


xz 5 . 
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you ſaying, that attive ſep arat ion (uppoſeth 

the perſon { me way or other divided from 

the Church, whereas indeed the aftive ſepa- 

ratour of himſelf is not ſuppoſed , bat. firſt 

becomes divided by that att of ſeparating, 

and.the ative nnjuſt ſeparatour. of other: | 
(if for keeping due Catholique Communi.l 
on )thereby divides himſelf alſo. Thus you, | 
Hence we argue againſt you thus, 
You ſayin the paſſage, p. 28. that what 

you affirm there, you had grauted arif 
contended before : that which you: granted' 
and contended: before in_this matter, is; 
_ onely found p. 6..in the, wards now cit-;; 

thoſe words, ſpeak onely of Charch, 9:01 

fon, or ſeparation from it in thar ſenſe, | 
wherein we took. che. words Church and] 
Separation, as appears by your citing us 
ſpeaking of them in theſe words, viz. W: 
wonder now to read you ſaying ;, that attine | 
ſeparation ſuppoſeth the perſon ſome way 

other divided from the Charch. We ſpeak | 
there of Church and ſeparation, onely un- | 
derftanding  by- Church, the whole viſible WF i 
Hierarchicall Church, and by ſeparation, fl : 
the externall ſeparation from it,as appears i , 
evidently p. 5. c. 6. for we ſpake onely of IF 1 


SB -@n k Ft a, PAYREN Wy af a> V Fa} end ©. pp 
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that ſeparation from the Church, winny F 
'y 


+þ | by Schiſmeis committed, atid'that, both 
1 8 you and we'expreſſe to. be no other then, 


«If the externall ſeparation from the viſible 
rf If Hierarchical Church; Ergo, 4 primo'dd 
£: Þl -ttimwnry you mult fpeak onely of ancx- 
ers fl ternall Separation made from the viſible 
13. Hierarchicall Church; when you fay, that' 
Vu, if he ho ſeparates otbers unjuſtly, &c. coyfe- 
us. -quentially ſeparates ” himſelf  Froms*” the 
at BY Church as you had granted, andconterid-' 
1] ed before; p. 6.*Now you cattnot under- 
#1 Etand in the words: p4#7'6! whetiYoirfay) 
, 3M And the ative unjuſt Separatonr of others 
1; Wh (5f for keeping due Catholique Communi- 
01-07 ) thereby Fvide himſelf aiſo, of any 
ſe, if other Church, or diviſion , then of that 
nd If onely whereof you ſpake , CR 
1s if part of the ſentence; thatis,of anettertia 

We Þf diviſion from the- viſible Hierarchicall 


ve |} Church,as molt manifeſtly appears by the 
7 0 whole ſentence ,- otherwiſe it. conld - not: 
eak | be conne&ed by the 'words' and, and 
un- JI 4//o, to the former part of the ſentence, as 
ble I it is when you ſay, and the unjuſt Separa- 
on, lf toxr of others, &c.* thereby atvides — 
ars 8 alſo, he. as the Schiſmatique in-your deft- 
of [F nition, divides others dire&ly, 7 Ao 
re- '} terhal diviſion from the viſibleCharch;ſo 
1 T8 he 
! 


. 406 T hemew dcceptionsf, hs 
he ides himſelf by. unjuſt excommuni. 
be pides others, externally from the viſ- 
ble Riecaaghyenl Church , alſo.For you ſay, 

«nd n=othere 1), divides, ti elf, allo:ſuapoſe, 
 from.that Cliuthe It (6 che ſame kinde 
of ioa 0u,n49je 00, other.that is, Wc! 

Fro ſeit by.an externall.; diviſion | j 

from hy vilible Hietarchical Church, \&i 

.:N ayehave! we ngt both ofus uſed unjuſt | 

Ak CECOU ication.from. the 


ble Clock ie canifigof Paltours:and | 
people, as. it. invincibly appears in: the | 
now cited words, p. 6. and the like is,p.4. 
Cy Fo and;p. $Fz.5c-.6, and «ASALN Þ., 6. line | 
I Gong: 7:87: &c,;Nay., even VE even immedi- 
fore that paſſage p. 28: and Þre- 
grit, you ule.Church for the vi- 
ble Hierarchical Church : and-never be- 
if fore.that your propoſition uſed , it , fave 
Si for. that able; Church. . What: living Ss 
L || RPA then could.,poſfibly, havg- gather- [F” 
i ed from- -your: uf 18g - Separation from| | 
Fil + rhe Church, that you meant. onely from | 
T [| the company of. the lively. members of W* 
Chriſt 2, In,which'ſeaſe,neither of-us be- 4: 
'f fore. that , bad, ever--uſed.; che, ward: if" 
q Church, aSit relatesto thecantroverſiaof ©! 
F || Schiſme, ;P.55, 


word | Church confared. Xt 47 


Now. let all men that know what belongs 
to candonr and ingenmity\1n\ interpreting 
zo Firmilian #5 evidenr:; that he: meant to 

\ [ichargePope Stephen, that his att,or attempe 
| of nnnſt caſting ont others, was Sehiſmas 
(icall. Secindly,thar thereby he both makys 
Binſelf obnoxions t0'be-caſt-out himſelf; of 
the Churches externall Communior-by the 
- (en/wre of 'the Church, which we dlfo ex+ 
| Wpreſiy tola you was our minde of a properly, 
e Worwaly, and clearly unjuſt Ejetour of 
| Rpthers ; und alſo in.his own Aft made him- 
elf. an apoſtate from'the\Commutnion 'of the 
cclefiaſticalluniny, which bat the ſame 
rith toat, wherein you:kaow $t. Auguſtin 
deſcribes the:ſin of Schiſme ,  Heretici diſ- 
enftonibus iniquis a _fraterni-Charitate 
diliiant. Aud as rerbat you. ate neceſſi- 
| Frauted raaſſumers ns a anyargu= 
: | vent: agamſt uifrom Pirmilian;(torallthe 
4 |FEcclefiaſtical Communion and-unity-muft 
| Ebevifible) os 37 /eifan nntruth, and needs to 
Be proved : for theres aninternall, as well 
4s an externall.' Communion to be! held by 
| EChrifts commund.,.' with the Catholique 
T1 Church, with the 29 febile C harch , '1n both 
i. þ Accepts 
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acceprions of the word Church ; which in-M 4 
ternall ('ommunion whoſoever , doth not key il 
with the viſible Church , cannot be ſaved, il 
bat hath made himſelf an Apoſtate (if be. 1 
fore he bad it) from the F ommunion (in (4. 
ſome important ſenſe thereof ) of the Church BY _ 
unity z or, (which z: all one, in FirmiliansfF « 
word) of Eccleſiaſticall nnity. S5xthly ſay i ; 
Jon, and another follower after this ſixth, ih c 
for ſome. number and ſome pages do theſe ve-JÞh. ., 
xy objettions about the ſenſe of a line of our: pe 
fill up ;, no wonder, if the diſſolving of pre al 


rended objeftions muſt be longer. 


C. $6. i 
You have ſaid expreſly , (as we have ©, 
noted. in another place, ps 306.. print) 7+ 
that by Eccleſiafticall Communion , o: 8 ;, 
Unity, is to be underſtood onely the ex WM ;þ 
ternall Communion, or Unity of the vil- Þ c1 
A1 

* 

ex 

fa) 

Acc 

cat 

uf 


ble Church, as will appear by your Au- | a 
thenticall Papers, how then come youſ$.,,, 
now torcontradict your ſelves , and fayit''Þ @, 
is alſo in:ernall Communion ? i 

And your Anſwer here to us quite ds 
Rroyes your Argument from Firmilia i 
againſt us, ſo hard are you preſſed. Fot'f ; 
if by Eccleſraſticall Unity and cutting off / au 
ones {elf froz2 all, is to beunderſtood gne-"7 yo 


yy | 


f £ 
& 
Zz 
4 


- ample off Firmilian (which 
+ labour to do'through one half of ct 
#- ſent controverſie) that unjuſt caſting out 


could never ptove againſt us from theex- 


you nalnly 
of chis pre- 


2 others from the Church Communion #5 


þ | Schiſme : you having taken onely this 
* Medirm'to proveit, as'appears in the 
I firſt propoſall of that Argument in theſe 


1% words of Firmilian , Dum enim putas te - 


VS poſſe omnes abſtinere , teipſum ab omnibus - 


abſtinuiſti : Excidiſts enim teipſum , (nols 
te fallere ) &c. For whileſt thou thought. 


$ eſt thy ſelf able to cut off all , thou haſt 
$ cur off thy ſelf from all, &c. p. 28. print. 
BF If therefore Stephen , according to your 


| E interpretation, cut off himſelf onely from 
"© the internall Unity or Communion of the 


Church, how could you ever frame an 


"F# Argument /from thoſe words of Firmiti- 
I'S a, that Srephen-was a Schiſmatique for 


\'F excommunicating others unjuſtly (as you 


ſay) unleſs you frameit thus, Firmilian 


| accuſes Srephen to be a Schiſmatique , be- 
{ cauſe by excommunicating - others un- 
2+ juſtly, he cut off himſelf from the inter- 


nall Communion of the Church , which 
you your ſelf confeſs to be of no force. 
z  -..  _ 


ly of the internat{ {ommunion , then you 


py ; 410 , T henew Acception ? rof the 


 tique: and the main endeavour of your 


For you expreſly acknowledge. both in 
your definition, 'and-many_ others paſlz. 
rom the externall Communion 54 -the wifi. 
ble Charch, as it ts a' politique body, com. 
poſed of Paſtours, and People, is eſſentially f 
neceſſary to Schiſme, Or the force off} 
your Argument drawn from the words 
of Firmilian mult be this, wiz. Firmilias 
accuſes Stephen the Pope to have excom. þ 
municated others unjuſhly , therefore he 
accuſes him to be a Schiſmatique, which 
is not a proof, but a begging of the que. 
ſtion , which iswhether, he who excom. 
municates: others unzuftly 'bea ;Schiſmsþ 


> L-E-EI _ | REE 


Adverfaries is to maintain, that :the un- 
Jaft Excommunication of | others alone, 
makes ho man a- Schiſmatique. Seeing 
therefore Firmilians words (as you art[Þ 
now forced. to- interpret them); ;neithet!! 
prove Stephen to bea ſchilmatick; by ſeps-! 
rating himſelf from the external'Commu| 
nion of the whole viſible Church conſe 
quentially, nor cag ever evince againſt us 
that Firmltian held hitnito be a Schilmsf 
tique forthus ſole cauſe, thathe fepatiste! 
-others unjuſtly from the-externall Com-FF - 
| munio0y 


word. Church confured. 413 

mygiqn of ! Ja wg ” Chnprh, by. E com- 
ION 1: wy 
+ SUmeEn 


Þ explica Zi. Ba $ Ws as 
”" occurring 
ſtr 8, your 36 


_—_ Hom nix is your oſicon) 
i ee? matique by this ſylo WM 
$ . Wheloeyer, is. rg 966 £170, ſepa 
xate another - unjuſtly] from, the.externall 
COMIN: of, If Church ; j a- Schiſims. 
ue:, St » was truly. accuſed to 
SER others unjuſtly fromthe: Exter- 
 2allCommunign, of Church, gy. 

3 Stephey: wasarSchiſmatique.. -/ +; 
15.n0t. this plainly.z0- prove. ew p a7 
dem, .the ſame by the lame? Judge R 

.derif it be; not. 

thus” we ns anderomed P 

Lal the incogſi ency and: nullity of t 
ne&w.accepcion, which you have embraced 
[of ith word Charch , and of your: new 
T2 formalis 
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 fermalis ratio, formall reaſon, or nature 
of Schiſme. Out of the conſideration of þ 
which we propoſe this important 'queſti. 
on, viz,” Whether [inſerting upon' this Þ*» 
conference, / by evincing your "intent F* 
againſt us in this queſtion, that is; in con- F? 
vincing us to be Schiſmatiques, your in. '/Z 
tent was not upon'that conyiction ; to 28. 
induce usto leaveour Religion, andem: FF 
brace yours; if we would attain ſalvation. Þ;# 
If you intendedinot this, ro what purpoſe f/;# 
have you taken ſo much pains-to convince Z 
us of Schiſme; ſeeing,even ſuppoſing that 3# 
we were convinced of it , we ſhall ad. 7 
here to onr Religion ,' and oppoſe yours 
Plots: Tf you intended" 


i, oe wn: Dn, 
Pan, am 4 a, nb 


much ag we- did 
it, why then have you conftituted ſuch 
a formall reaſin , or nature of Schiſme, #® 
that though we were convinced to be 7 
-Suilty of ſome true Schiſme , we till re-f 7 
main true members'of 'the Catholique'_? 
'Church,and'ſo true and real-Catholiques, # 
'that "conviction not - hindering us: to be 
as capable of Salvation, as we were F 
' before. ' Whiereas if we convince you 
"of that Schiſme, * which is': contained! 
- in-onr definition ;-'you 'mult*-confeſs, 
thatyouare wholly uncapable of Salva- 5 


- 
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the word Church confuted. 413 

J tion, ſo longas you continueit ;- and fo. 
| cannot poſlibly be ſaved, unleſs you quit 
2; your religion, and convert your ſelves to 


4 ” 


j 4 ours. We delire a ſpeedy and dire An- 
17 fer to this. Ts Tote 


— 
—. 


- 
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Containing the ſecond Ar-\ 
gument , drawn from Vf 
the Teſtimony of Fir- fl Þ 


# 
4 
G 


T he Propoſition of the ſecond 
Argument, 


P. kt, = 2 
g Ecoudly, from the T ft imony of the An F7-* 

cient Primitive Church, Firmilia- | F** 
nus, (in St. Cyprians judgement) a huly 7 
Catholique Biſhop of Celarea (much with- | 
inthe firſt three hundred years) of whin 
the great and renowned Dionylius. Biſhop of | 
Alexandria , i Euſebius-rhws- witneſſeth, | 7 
That he (thu Fitmilianus) was ove of the » * 
illuſtrious Biſhopof the miſt famous Cities, 7 
who was alſo a part of bath the Ancient An- | 
tiochian (oancels held before the Nicene, '} 


/ 


the \1 
is 


| Firmilians Fofimory noproof 415. 
tbe one againſt the Novatians:, rhe' ethets 
F a PaulusSamofatenns;that Arch bg 
þ |= ſd Epiftle hath ever beennecorded” 
th -# amongſt $1, Cyprians Eps- - 
Geler; 70 whom he: mas comemperary aud 
l/ 1 Wrvend. This. Catholique Biſbop. Fitmili- 
anus 75. amongſt $1 Mans;uam. 
F, - 20. Ez zo none = Popegr Bie- 
Fopof Rome, 'Sothatthe Scriptures of 
50d ſpeak of no other more.then of thee, 
A-wrathful-man _ up ftrife, Sa anan- 
4 man heaps: upfins.. For: how 
7K > whe 46 haft thou vaſed: 
—#troughoue-che:Clurches: of :the whole: 
vc ord 'How:-greats-ſin aft thou heighs 
j: pl kened co-thy ſelf, when thou: cutteſt thy* 
felf off from-fo: many, flocks | For [thou: 
haſt curotbyſl Bo not:dederve th ”: 4 
Felf. 'Foras. muck avhe; isrruly; 
fall who hath made bimſctfan: Neotioc 
| em the Communion of  Eccleiafticall: 
| Qu For while thou thoughteſt to.cut- 
f off. or abftain alt others from thee, thou” 
2 haſt onely cut. on; or abſtained thy ſelf. 
Ifrom WL 
# C.r 


Asto theinſtance he ſtory of Firm- 


7 anus , weareto conſider him in three 
| different 


416 Firmilians 7 effimony no proof. 
different States. The one before he fell | 
upon the matter of Rebaptization of \M 
Heretiques : and ſo long as he remained j#*”; 
m chis tate, he was deſervedly eſteemed af :þ 
Catholiqueand holy Biſhop by Dic»y/iu | 7 
of Alexandria. The ſecond, while he de-P : 
fended the errour of Rebaprization of 


I*2 


Reg: 


Heretiques, in which erroneous ſtate he 
wrote this Epiſtle againſt Stephen, and[ 
in this patiebatur aliquid bumani , as St.Þ 
Auſtin pronounceth of St.Cyprian,whilelt' 
he favoured the ſame errour : and in this 
condition, his words cited by;you. are. of /!*:; 
no-more Authority, then the like! word 5 
of St. Cyprian were againſt the ſame.St- | 5 

_ phen. His third ſtate was, when he 16 || 
voked his errour , and returned again þ 
to the Dofrine and Unity of the, Cf 
tholique Church , as. St.: Auſtin contraf 7 
Creſcon. libr. 3. cap. 3. (as Cardinall Per» 
ronCites him) and St. Hierome contra Ln» © 
ciferian. witneſſes the Biſhops fallen to /# 
that errour to have done. So that after | 
his death by reaſon of this his return and | 
revocation , he was deſervedly reputed } 7? 
and ftiled a holy _ | $ « 

| E8- = 7 

As to our proof from Firmilzanus , - 3 - 

think, [7 


4 
f 


Firmilians Teſtimony no proofs © 417, | 

= think it is not avoided by fone Firmilia- 

F nus was in-the error of  Rebaptization of 

"EF *THereriques, And that: he did therein. patt 1 
| Ajiquid humani, \4s.50x ſay St. Auſtin pro++ 
 Wrnoxnced of $1,Cyprian, while be favonred » 

| rhe ſame errour. True, we admit St. Aus. 
; A tins judgement and your application of. i, 
| FFviz. That Firinilianus - aud $t«.Cyprians- 
 FRcaſe was the ſameras to this : and this thus: 
443 both agrted, we proceed and. ſhew., that. 

" Cyprian (a»d therefore Firmilian;/f other- 
= wiſe Catholique and Holy (which none cam: 

| 337 deny).onghr to be , and was by St. Auſtins 
RT eſtimony above a hundred times , during 

'Fthe time of that hiserrour of Rebaptization 
"|\} of Heretiques , and expreſly. at the ſame 
| #2; rime (ſuppoſing and mentioning that his er= 
"| 3 roar, yet avowed tobe a holy and moſt.charis 
7X table Biſhop, and in Catholique Communi= 

"© on. And we adade: that :which. we deſire 

" 7 may beobſerved, that the holy Father St. 
7 Auguſtin commends hins for words. agawnſt. 
'F# Stephen the Biſhop'of Rome; and for ks 
| 7 jufifring- himſelf and his party (in which. 
7 ws Fimilian) againſt the Popes pretenſe of 
.” excommunicating thems : T hi if we prove, . 

.z you have: not then - brought any: anſwer, , 
7 that diſſolves our. Arguwent.: . Far. the. 
[+ ; T. 5s; Jumme - 
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ſemme of your Arſwer ts, Thar Firmilians 


words are of no.more Authority , then. | 
the like words-of -St.' Cyprian. So 7ou, Br 


Now v6 will $rodwes rhe-Tike "words vf $1, 


Cyprian/4, an Joew, how Se. Aultin , after þ 
diſſe" tis from $1. Exptians opinion abour || 
Rebaptizing Heretiques, yet commends his | 
hoty-Catholique Con muon and charitable. 


pions ſewlas the ſame time, and juftifies 


and commend tie words of like ftonrneſs Fi 


agtioft" Pape Stephen, and for, avowing | 

their exemption from any fuck pretended. | 
power iy Stephen to ext. thew off from ("a Þ} 
thotique. Communion, and alſo that - St, 7 
Auſtin «bjef#s to the Denariſts the.crime of | 
Schiſme, not to be excuſed by theit-'alteag- © 
ing Cyprian awd thofe other African. Bi: $* 
ſhops words or eXawples and proves, that 
they ſeparated themſelves from the Caths«. 


lique Church, which St. Cyprian and hi 
Conncell at Carthage aid wor. And thu 


themſelves (which the Donatiſfts did) ma- 


»y times over and again repeating this rea« | | 
fon, and no other ,, becauſe.St. Eyprian and | 

bis Conncell: profefſed, that they would |. 
31dge no man, ſeparate, or remove no an || 


from, bus right of (Communion, thin he 


jen |3 
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F for their adds 
A communica 


thus reaſon , why they exe 


4} they, Neither doth any of us make bim- 
f ſelf Biſhop of Biſhops, and by tyranni- 


xt. others for it... "Ferfey- 


call terrour; compell his-Colleapues,; or 


Fellow-Biſhops to a gecellity of obahy 


3h 
br + 
"0 + 
FF 5 . 
Fg 
then 
b 4 C. - BF, 
\ 5 v 
USA S 5 #» 
»* 


Send us the Authorities to ne, that | 


i which you tereaſfm. 
Ped P, 


"2 guſtin. libr. 2. contr, Donatiſt. cap. 4. 
"IF { and as he doth often elſewhere) ſhews Cys+ 


; 24 prians piores: diſpoſition of minar 5, even all © 


7 the while he was im that errogr,; .avowing it 


© plain from his words, that he would meſi 
& 9nd bave bemrd him.) - md ſa'cap. 1,6 
ſaut; how he was and wonid be in the unity 


7 ie chat oprion, He. (St, Auguſtin) has 


4a We this begin fo aeder- the pF | 
7 ties for proving what we affirm. St. Au-. 


3 eafilyhave correfted tis opinion , if any. one - 
F 9 A. that ht: mig bt foew. Cyprian $ Peac eable p 
1 of prare with thoſe thardiſſented from him. 


be 


2) foyer, aledghy: the worads-af- the Conncell ' 
#7 e-Carthage;;wherein were - Cyprian ;; and * 


Many ; 


1 | «ona be fappeſed, Familian. When very 


Fmiliane fn mee? Ws. 
differ from them in judgement herein”, and. 


— 
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many Biſhops had met.at Carthage , ou 
ot the Provinces 'of Africa,, Numidia, 
CManritania, with Prieſts. and- Deacons, 
and a very great partof the people being 


preſent;---- is remains, that each of us. 


produce our- judgements in this matter; 
jadping no- man, ſeparating or remo- 


ving-no man from right of Communion, 


though he..differ.from us in his judge- 
merit, For neither doth any of us make 
himſelf Biſhop of Biſhops, (clearly binr- 


71g Stephen the Pope, who they thaught did: 


fo) or by tyrannicall terrour-competlhis. 
Eolleagues, or. Fellow-Biſhaps to a ne 
ceſlity of obeying.” Secing 'that every 


Biſhop-hath his properarbitrement of his. 
own power, forthe lawfull-libertie given 


him , and may no morebe. judged by an« 
other Biſhop;then he can judge another, 


But ler us expe. the judgement of the. || 


Lord of all , Jeſus Chrlſt.{ /aith-he?)' wha 
onely and alone hath-powet;both of ſeat. 


 ingusin the government of-his Church, 


and of judging of our A&.. Thwus far the, 


Coxncel, Cyprian,. Firmilian;'@&c. :..4And.. 
then upon their words addes St. Auguſtin, 
Now let the/proud-and ſwelling:necks:of, © 


Hexeriques, the.mad Donatifts, \i£:they, 


— 
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dare, lift up themlelves againſt the humi- 
liry of this-Speech (above /er-down) and 
what ſay-youtothis>\. You are-wont to 

1 objec to. us:{priansletters.,) Cyprians 

© judgement;Cyprizys Councell; &c. Tha. . 
fer $t. Auguſtin. oj 

The ſame: $t. Auſtin. libr;. 6. contra 

Donatiſt.:cap; 6, 7; again repeats, and 

again highly extolls thoſe. words in. the 

Gonncel of Cyprian-,. and alſo. Firmilian, 

avid with which. Cyprian begins. the Coun. 

cell; and by. which (ſaith he) Cyprians 

peaceable ſoul; and abounding with the breſt 

of Charity s declared. Where he ſubjoyns 

** the repeated words before cited, ==. Quid 

*ſentiamns, proferamus , neminem-judi- 

* cantes; apt ajureCommunians aliquen 

J © diverſam ;ſenſerit ; amoventes. Ne 

7 < que enim-quifquam noſtrun Epiſtopun 

[5 **:/e Epiſcoporame-conflituit, aut Tyrannice 

 Þ' ©<terrore ad obſequenai neceſſitatem” Colle 

= gas ſuos aaigit-: + :Gnands: habeat 010114 

[© Epijcopms, proticentia bbertatis.:\& por 

IJ <reftatrs ſue. arbitrinm Proprium ; tamr 

. 1 © que.ubralio judirari non poteſt, quam: neo. * 

©-pſe poſſit alterum judicare, Sed expefte= 

, 3 Comm. nmiverfryudiciem Demint noſis feſw 

1} <nGhrifts, guiymu t+ [alt /anber poteſts=. 

= | Ter. 


» 
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from being © fepa- uted © from 


© rem, preponends nor in Eccleſia ſue gue 
a hrrnatione , & ae Attu mftro judicands. | 
All theſerwards St: Auſtin cites /as an Indie 
cation of Cyprizi's. peaceahle.: ſoul , and. 
abounding, with the breafts of Chaviey,. | 
T hoſe per ſons,C. yprian awd his Colleagner,. 
whites they were in their errour -of- Rebogrs, p 

z2ing Heretiques ,. and t'oſe- wards ſpoken. | 
by them, whiles they were fo, doth $t; Au- 1 
guſtin' 'vepcat often. ands:oammeyd- highty, || 
and by thoſe words acquits” thiſe-perſns of | 
all ſchifae ;.. ( winch words themſelves Ste- | 
enche Pope, who excommunicated thoſe -/ 
African Biſhops, yy needs __ as ſchif= | 

wmaticall.. 

: And.. _ we, ade , JA 4s: Birmilian | 
mar attive unqzuft ſeparating 0 b 
aruany” from the Charches ras. sf, | jp 
was ſlnſmaticall, in bu words. by:.me ci- If ax 
ted: fo $t, Auguſtin. (hr. be recerved [fl bi 
thoſe atbs -of that..Conncelt of 'Carthape, 'N »;; 
wherin Cyprian and Firmilian-, as apay.:be 
fuppiſea,\ wore ) declares hinsſelf to be of the | 
Jamo igement ,- for fo be. clear s them of Þ 
fries from being mnchuritablei{and theres | 1 
ag ro be ſieve from bring 203. 0 Me and |. 


Gorifts Boap,) becauſe rao _— | 


roar, 


j 


S167; which be extenuates, nr is au obſeiare 
| Lan ord rage 4 kbr. 2: coats; Do 
 narift: cap! $6 heſe- profefſed not-toife- 
& parate any others from the Communion 
4 of ChrittsBody:far-cheir <fſcnr,” So $i; 
& Avguftin br. 2: De Baptiſmo cor. Do- 
natift,cap,:6: Bow then did not: Cypriax;. 
8 & thoſeſo many of:his Colleagues periſh, 
$ /aith be, who'chuſe yer rather to commus- 
FE fricare. with thoſe fuck, then tobe ſepata+ 
'Y red from theunty. Cxprizs ſaying, ſa5c 
ke, we judging no. man, nor: porting: 
avvy any from his righr.of Commumon, 
, i if he differ. from vs in his judgement, &c. 
\YY here Sr. Auſtin for bis proof, T has thoſe 
Y African Bifpops chaſe wot 1a:be ſeparated. 
NT de the wy A brings cnely that-Sayeng, . 
| -.9y pier man; nor putting: away 
; _ from his of Communion for 
3 his differenx. dre. nana Pere Se; Auſtin 
, of 291 fuppefech, tharf rhey bat ſeparated, | 
ci thr aufhger pact aun others from the naity of 
AM. Communion, they tudin that ve y-fa doing, . 
;f 1 been chemſubues ſeparated from the. 
- |} 7 herefote ſepatuting others of, ” $e,. 
d |] Avftins;adgomenn, enders bim that fo does, 
f Þ} himſelf ſeparated from the \wnity... .Aud- 
yo. Nig. ap. $-:How hebeldthe. ity with. 


r,. : 
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424 Firmilians Teſtimony wo proof.” 
diſſentours weſee ; for he ſaith, . judging. | 
no man; and removing no man from His | 
right of Communion, though he diſſent, |# 
&-c. For weare men: whence in-fome. þ 
thing to. think otherwiſe then the matter. Þ? 
tn truth is, is a temptation incident. }; 
to Humanity; but by too much loving. 'X 
their own opinion, or envying. better | 
judgements, to come eyen:to .the- Sacri- þ 
ledge of cutting! off. Communion, and |. 
creatinga Schiſme, or Hereſie, is Diaboli. | 
call preſumption. © Iz. which words St. |} 
Auguſtin plainly imports , that by putting i 9 
away, removing , or ſeparating others un- i * 
aſt ly from thein right of Communion , ont | 
of too much being im love with their own opi- | 
ion, and envying better, (if ſo they had 
done ) they. had proceeded to the Sacrileadge Þ 
#f Schiſme and Diabolicall - preſumption. | 
Soalſo libr. 5. cap. 17. St, Auguſtin [aith, | . 
In thoſe words many. things are to. be} I 
conſidered , by which the -brightneſs. of | 
Chrifſtian- Charity ſhines-forth in this | ** 
man , who..loved the beauty of Gods | *F 
houſe, and the place of the Tabernacle |* y 
of: his Habitaion, -- &c.. Laſtly, becauſe '} Fir 
Preſcribing no man; nor prejudging any; | wo 


a al 


” a> 


5 

> Bp 

8) 
- 


3 


Sycthar every Biſhop.may ido,, what he if ** 
bt Chioks 


ix 
i} 
a 


thinks fic; haying. the: freepower of. his 
own judgement; &E. —-- For. a greater 
# force of yertue was eminent in him, that, 
when as that queſtion - not having been 
yet diſcuſſed, was in doubt , he hiaking 
2 differently from many.of his CO eaguns, 
= held fo great moderation;that by no 

$ of Schiſmewould. he mutilate-« aqetn 

Society | of . Gods: Church, 'Thav! St, 
Auſtin. Where St. Auftin calls the aftive 
mutilation - of ' the holy ſociety of Gods 
Z 7 nge , by EY wy wk q the vet 


9 
- 
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i| C The Opponents ff por VA iy CUbm 
- | denced. 


; : Ter the Matti of _ Hori of Fir = 
{ £ milianss,l ſcarce findeany thing, fave 

[Jy a numerous heaping of Miſconcejipts one 

7 upon another. 

[7 Firſt, youmiſconceive our comparing. 

a Firmilianm to St; Cyprian , which you. 


6 \# 
' F would haveto.bein the errour of: Rebap- 
; Ff ization. Now we compare them not. 


(as 
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The firſ-Miſtencript diſcovered 
par beinp-nottoour-prefent purpoſe): in; | 
that, terinaticwords, whites thay: both | 
wrote on Srophor Biſhop of \Ronr?; as | 
appears 

(hareof Firmilian) whileche defended 1 the 
ePrviir of Rebaptization of ' Heretiques , |: 
rate eproneou's OA writ hi Epiſtle | 
, ect ſfStephert and 59 this hat is; in & 
Epiſtle 6rthe writing of it) {Pavie- | 
batar aliquidhumant, as St. Auſtin pyo« || 
nonnceth of Sy. Cyprian, whites he favour || 
edthe ſame erriny. And in this' condition 
his words by you cited are of no more author 
rity , then the like words of St. Cyprian | 
againſt the ſanje Stepher, Where the | 
compariſon preſſed by us is _ made 
in words, and innothingellſe;”, 
| P 4 ; 
Here you warquifh, (- 45 you ſupp ) all | 
before you ,, heaps upon heaps , but in con- || 
ceipt onely'; and we halt ſhew,' that yours \ 
are. the heaps of Aiſconceipts. Firſt cur | 
comparing ( after you) 1 irmilian with Cy- 
prian was not in their errour of Rebaptiza- || 
120 onely, wor was your comparing” Ws them [3 


our words, te The ſecond | 


> Þ yo DIY By BB ShaY =D xTmh wkY 


onehy in the words, which they both writ [7 1 


againſf Stephen Biſhop of Rorhe. But as | 
Po 0ar parts we compared them alſo in their | 
woras,. | 


The "y Aeon 427 
ff wird; which theybethwiit apabuſb St ; 
E | BiDop of Rothe: (artt fo far you' achs 
# "4 had fisft compared t em) ah. 
þ thoſe words mr to'br exc moos 
withſta ' thts errour of _— 
[if 09; i which they barh % and both" alſo 
| Y then werd', Frye they wrote the ſtvivall 
I words related 1d avainf} Pope" Stephen. 
* FY Therefore if fuels hor of fever 
"(i 57 fattt te Aiminifh rhe Authority of their 
" i vas, if ft dot Int both, or in neither, 
If i» 57. Cyprian 4h9;00 wor 5n' Firmilian, 
J Tote 3d wed Now we ox ax ae rely 
3 29 013114 36 coMpar edt rhim\' ns onely in 
| ry Bu 1 Hhei# wi ds vinfithrocbat 
by them both refpeftively whites 
| ref x Be favonred the fame” evrour of 
1 Rebaprinittion”,, hKth we! alf6 red on. 
[fl er both, of idbin 310 fare her; chem ar rh 
W C5 pretended drtliibing 97 108 dimwifh= 
HE 1gythe Authority of their worth Thirst ab 
[Ye did, or needed to do 5 and did not you as 
7 nxch, ever by your own athyiowledgement 
T5 your Bbvy r A here Alleged by you, why 
3 jon did wot 7 "Heavy we now jon repeating 
Jy your own former word, even the firſt com- 
Y fring of theſe two trgether , which wat 
J mentioned at aff in this Conference Can 
| c 
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kg 
—_— <4 WA tt =onommcncs th AE) ture 


he defended the errour. of: Rebaptization h | 
of Hereriques, in this erroneousſtace., he Mi * 
e 


( Firmilian) wrote this. Epiſtle againſt #3 
Stephen, and in this patiebatur aliquid ha- f | 
mani , as, St. Augnitin pronounceth of |: 
Cyprian, whileft he favoured the ſame er. |; 
rour. ]' nd inthis condition hu words by 7 
Jen cited are of no more Authority then 
the like words of $t. Cyprian againſt the || 
ſame Stephen. ] why? Did not you here!! 
compare both their words with both their | 
favenring the ſame errour of Rebaptizati- | 
0”, when they both wrote thoſe words ? and 
Jet you wonld prove bence , that you conn | 
parethemin words, andin nothing elſe, | 
erdtell us, that our firſk miſconsemt «, 
that you compared them in their erronref 
Rebaptination alſo. Why > Did you nt 
here and there , as much as we , compare | 
them in their words againſt Stephen ? and |} 
that not ſimply in their words, 'but as to the i F 
Amnthority of thoſe their words, alike to be 
diminifued or not diminiſhed for their being | 
written by them, when both of them favor- |} 
ed the ſameerrour? And do not you while: | ſe 
you ſayin this condition. (viz. of their fa- 'Þ. 
worring the ſame errour) Firmiliant \ 
words are of no more authority, mn - 
ve 


N co 
4 
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like words of St. Cyprian againſt the ſame 


Y Stephen, viz. (when he favoured the ſame 
FF erronr. ) Do not you here [uppoſe , or grant 
[iro wr, That Firmilians and Cyprians like 
{words are wot of more or leſs Autkority, 
Bone then other , from their favouring that 
Rerronr , foraſmiich as both favonred the 
[ame ? And this 3s all the uſe we made" of 
2 the comparing theſe two,” as appears by our 
Every next reply” after" Jour (0 conferring 


. them. Our words are B.'7. As to our 


proof from Firmilian we think it not 
avoided by your ſaying, Firmilian was in 
the errour of Rebaptization of Here- 
tiques, and that he did therein pats als- 
quid humans , as you cite St. Auſtin pro- 
nouncing of $t, Cyprian, while he fayour- 


4 ed theſameerrour. True, we admit Saint 


F Auftins judgement, and your application 
3 of it; (viz.ches your application we meant) 
I that Firmi/ia and Cyprians caſe was the 
$ ſameas to this, (viz: this condition of their 
is like favouring the ſame errour , when they 
I both. wrote thoſe like words againſt the 
[2 ſame Stephen.) And then we proceed, 
2 confideving then both in their errour of 
& Rebaptization, (if, ſaid we ,; for we did not 
Y make you ſay ſo; Otherwiſe Firmulian 
& were 
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were. a Catholique  agd. Holy: Bi 
which nevecandoy 9, So we. -\L6 in 
fag t; 
$ 0 


the. R4Is on my 

clay Rong en, and Fuſe 
againit Pope 

bighty commended by S.. Auguſtin, Where 

naw wey 


» of Firmilian to Se, Cyprian ? 


rs wank hl, it is the, wir7 lol, of the 


words, and after. pe: made Hy: 6 Argo 
Me AAS Tt | 
FY 


'Thate very onemay percive, whether | 


you ſtand rightly,charged by us ; in certain 


miſconceipts.of 96 wordsin , Firmilians | 
>; £15, nece Ra, 5 We fa 0 | 


ers and replies; as th werba- | 
o I. You having! {Leo cited Firm! 
bans wordsaga : Stephen chef Pape, © bo 


Prove your .aſſertion,, we recurned 


Anſwer, viz, The /4 Prernmi | 
; Rebaptization of Hererigne opp 
roneous ſkate he yay gl i Epfe taint 
Stephen, and. in thic paris atur aliquid 


- humani, .av; S'.. Auguſtin ne ah of 
. Se, Cyprian, | whileftbe favenred che ſame 
J.erronr 2 aid ty this condition his (Firmili- 

any 


4} JR, is onr. milconcetving your { 


O22 4 QYoopaDnrSnmnvSHHDgc 0 > pins s ww 


tur,;$c,. The reply, which you; make to 
This our-'anſwers;;1s-contajined in. theſe 
words viz. Ar40 our proof from Firmili- 
ans caſr,we think 4t not-avoided by ſaying, 
Firmilian weedn the: erronr of | Rebaptiz,a- 
J patialiquid human, w.you (4p, Sr.Augu- 
ſtin-pronewreedof St: Cyprian , whileſt be 
clearly make us refer theſe words pars. als- 
qvid-humiaenitothe ſoleerrourot Rebap- 
IO the Epiſtle, or,words 

| - of: ;FEsrmigian; Quite-EDNEEATY - LO. QUE EX- 
ceipt or-Ro, {et the Auditory judge, and 
we require your particular anſwer to. this. 
That therefore which we denied in our 
| rejoynder to theſe words of yours was 
| that you madeuscompare Firmilian and 
| St, Cyprianvin their errour of Reba ptiza- 
; tion, 


T 
GE SEES 


_-words, in theirerrour expreſly and ijmme-. 


words, unleſs you ſhew, that we comps # 


432 The firſt Miſconceipt diſcovered. | 
tion , in words wherein we compared |} 
them not in that, viz. in ſaying, Patieba- |; 
tur aliquid hamant ;*and by abſtratting |F 
them from Firmilians Epiſtle, to which} 3 
we applied them , you gave occaſion to} : 
think, that by them we compared not the| | 
Epiſtle of Firmilian and Saint Cyprian! 
againſt Stephen together, which w2 one- 2 
1y did itn thoſe word , Paticbatar- aliquid| ? 
bamani, and conſequently , ' that ſeeing] 
theſe words of ours, as you miſconceived, 4 
were not a compariſon of their: Epiſtles; 
you bore the Anditory in hand , that we | 
compared them onely by force of "theſe } 


ele, x; © 


diately, though in-order to'the diminiſh. 
ivg the Authority of their words. Your | 
proving therefore , that we compared|. 
them in their errour, helps nothing to ac-}; 
quit-you from the miſconceipr of our|: 


red them 'in'it- by ' thoſe : words ;, whereto | 
we joyned and referred pati aliquid hn-| 


mani, as you ſay, l 
ej de 90 ſis. 7, 7 
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« T he Opponents ſecond and third 1M Te 


conceipt maintained againſt them. 


[f C. 5. 
Econdly, you miſconceive, when you 
impoſeupon us, That we are both agre- . 
ed , that Firmilians and St. Cyprians caſe 
was the ſame, as to this, that is,in relation 
3 to theerror of Rebaptization. For where 
J faid we ſo? Neither indeed could we 
: & wich truth fay ſo. For St. Cyprian was 
F never excommunicated by Srephey, much 


.Þ} lefſe remained obſtinately for a time in 


# that Excommunication, as Firm:lian was, 

1 anddid. Witneſs Exſeb. /ibr. 7. Herſtor. 
7 cap. 4+ which makes a main difference in 
2 their caſes. Thirdly , you miſconceive 


-{ the condition of Fi-miliazus in your Pa- 


i; rentheſis, when you fay, We ſhew that 3s 


.| } Cyprian (and therefore Firmilianus , if 


otherwiſe, that is, abſtratting from his er- 
' rour of Rebaptization, Catholique and Ho 
! Iy, which no man can deny ) Thus you. 
; Now this is very untrue. For abſtrafting 
1.2 from his preciſe exrout of Dl” 

: we 


-- 


434 T he ſecond and third q 
we expreſly deny, that he continued an. |] 
Holy Biſhop, all the time that he ſtood * 
obſtinately againſt Stephen under Excom- 7 
munication. . {4 
P..$. ; 
Oar ſecond Miſconceipt , which you | , 
charge u with , will alſo prove onely your * 
own preſently, viz. That we would impoſe 
pen yorr, that we are both agrreed, that; 
Firmilians and St. Cyprians caſe was the| | 
ſame, asto this, 4. e. in relation to the ++ 
errour ,of Rebaptization; but if you * 
mean by, in relation to the errour of Re. : 
baptization,further then in relation of then } | 
words to their favouring the ſame errour | |; 
3 


x 
- 


(which was the onely thing then as yet al- || 


ledged againſt the Authority of the woras i f | 


2 


Firmulian) if you mean any more then thi, © 
( and this you did as much as we, and befor © 
245 ) we ask you, which of us doth impiſi| © 
now ? When you interpret thoſe our wor || 
(.ts to this ) as you pleaſe, that you may af+ 
terwards be diſpleaſed with them, For m | 
ſaid no more : and as to comparing then 
both in all things throughout in that erront| 
*Iwas uot our purpoſe or concernment, Fi 
we have you confeſſmng, that Firmilian' re - 
trated that errour ; which St. Auguſti 7 
x bimel © 
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himſelf doubts, whether it can be ſhowen, 
that ever $t. Cyprian did , and therefore 
Firmiltan heldir leſs renacionſly then Cy- 
prian, And what # our Argument hart 
by this , but rather ſtrengthened by this diſe- 
parity ? Thongh this we then urged not, 
becauſe we needed nomore , then you had 
then granted, that they, whom we and you 
compared in their words againſt Pope Ste- 
phen, bad been by you and ws alſo compared 
and conſidered, as fawonring the ſame errour 
of Rebaptization of Heretiques , and at the 
ſame time, when they both wrote thoſe like 
words, But Jou go on to endeavour to finde 


ſach diſparity, if you can, as ſhall take all 


Autherity from Firmilians words - againſt 
the ſame Stephen, and you are reſolved to 


fall foul on Firmilian;and expreſly deny,that 


though St. Cyprian continued an holy Bi- 


ſhop all the time, that he perſiſted in his er= 


rour of Rebaptization, (or if you now think 


+] mit, we pray tell us fo, and whether then you 
| contraditt not therein St, Auguſtin? ) Tet 
Firmilian did not continue an Holy Biſhop 
all the while he remained in that exrour of 


E Rebaptization , (for reaſons you aſſigne-J 


We hear your charge , which you muſt be 


ſare ro make good now; _— we muſt tell 


2 Jon, 


436 T he ſecond and third 
ou, "twill be a great criminall calumny in 


you to take away the righteouſneſs of the 
righteous, the holineſs of the holy from him, 
that your undertaken opinion, definiti-n,and 
ſentence may not be impeacht , (which Fir- 
milian ſo irreconctleably contradifts. ) Are 
you then the ACtores and Impleaders , who 
have undertaken to make good the charge 
againſt this renowned Biſhop, that (for the 
:1me you aſſign after his ounce being a Ca- 
tholique and holy Biſhop) he aid not contt- 
nae an hcly Biſhop ? If you have taken the 
hardineſs thus to accuſe (as we conceive, 
with great injuſtice) we ſhall be admitted 
before all charitable Chriſtians , with all 
equitable Heathens, to plead againſt you in 
the defence of this deceaſed , renowned, pris 
mitive Biſhop, (that he may not be hurt by 
calumny witheat prosf') becauſe he hath left 
pon record a good profeſſicn, that is , found 
to juſtifie our reformed Church , and to lay 
the Schiſme at the daor of all Tyrannicall | © 
muſt Ejefttonrs of others , though it were | © 
the Biſhop of Rome, even then alſo , when 
Biſhops of Rome were much other then they 

are now. 
Toreceive your charge therefore , firſt, 
Jeu cannot but ackuowledge , and you have 
acknow- 
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acknowledged, that thu Firmilian was ( as 

firſt in your firſt ſtate you allow him ) deler- 
vedly eſteemed a Catholique and holy Bi- 
ſhop ; and you admit the witneſs of Diony- 
ſius of Alexandria for it,thcugh he no where 
ſtints the time for x, or makes exception to 
it, as you do. Mi how comes he to be no 
holy, no Cathilique Biſhop , for the time 

wherein he angred you , by thus awvowing, 
that unjuſt e5:tim of ethers out of the 
Church, as ſuch, is Schiſme ? Why ? that 
he was in the errour of Rebaptization of He- 
ret1ques, you acknowledge did not make him 
20 { atholique, no holy Biſhop. For St, Cy- 
prian (while Sr, Cyprian, while. a holy 
Catholique Biſhop) was, you know, in the 
ſame errour of Rebaptization of Here- 
tiques ;, and therefore you are fain to addr, 
that abſtrating from his preciſe errour of 
Rebaptization, you expreſly deny , that le 
continued a holy Biſhop, theſe are your 
wordi, Now then we are to attend wiat 
yu lay t» bs charge, abſtracting from 
that errour i» tht then obſcure queſiior, 

from that which was commun to him with 

the Fill holy and Cathilique Bifhop Cypri- 

an, We will owit nothing, that you bring 

to juſtifie your heavy accuſation of him. 

,- Firſt, 


438 The ſecond and third 


Firſt, he was excommunicated by Stephen 
the Biſhop of Rome. Secondly , he re- 
mained c:ſtinately , ſay you, for a time m 
that Excemmunicaticn ; and he dia not ,you 
adde, continue a holy Biſhop all the time, 
that he ftoed ſo finale agaisſi Stephen 
znder Excommunicallj. Either theſe 
things or nothing, are that which you have 
laid to his charge. Come we therefore to 
enquire , how you prove theſe two things ; 
aud* ſecondly , how theſe two, or either of 
them, if proved, render Firmilian of a de- 
ſervedly efteemed Holy Catholique Bi- 
ſhop , now ao Holy Biſhep, when he writes 
that we cite out of him againſt you. For 
the proof of the latter you bring nothing, 
viz that theſe things , if true, render him 
210 holy Biſhop , and tor the proof of the fur- 
mer, that he was excommunicated , and 
ſtood cblinately againſt Stephen under E x- 
communication, you prove onely by the wit- 
neſs of the words that are found in Euſebi- 
us lib. 7. Hiſtor, cap. 4. But firft doth 
Jour meer cuncetving him , (if thoſe two 
things were true) no Holy Biſhip, make 
him therefore no Holy Biſhop? Or are we 
likely to yield you without proof, thit his. 
wmeerly being excommunicated by Stephen 
Biſhop 
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Biſhop of Rome, makes him no holy Biſhop ? 


' Or aremelikely to yield, that his franaing 


out under that, which he conteſted and com- . 


2 plained of as an unjuſt Excommunicatien, 


.* rendred him no holy Biſhop ? Thus ſhould 


'# havebeen proved, and not it , thuugh the 
: matter of faft had been witneſſed to be true, 


left as a ſufficient proof of his being no holy 


' Biſhop; tn your Diſpate with ws , where 


this your proof 15 part of the very queſtien, 
(and ſo not meet to prove it ſelf } whether 
the Biſhop of Rome himſelf (or any other 
Ejettonr ) may not be an unjuſt Ejeftogr ; 
and being ſuch, may not be Schiſmaticall, 


* and the ejetted an holy perſon : yea, it ts yet 


net denied by you , tut that, the Biſhop of 


! Romemay be az unjuſt cjettorr at laſt ; 


| gud if he may, then may Firmilian comtnze 


an holy Biſhop, non obſtante Stephens ex- 
communicating of him. 

Did lrenzus , and the veſt of the hely 
Cathel:que Biſhops of France, think th:ſe 
Eaſtern Biſhops, whom Victor had excon; = 
municated, (though Victor had as mi.ch 
the Truth os hs fide, in the queſticn of keep® 
ing Eaſter, as S ephen had iz the obſcure 
queſtion of Rebaptizing of Heretiques) n0 
longer holy Cathilique Biſhops ? See Ite= 

VS neus 


440 T he. fecind and third 
neus words in Euſebins. Were thoſe holy 3 ” 
Fathers of the fifth S:cred Oecumenical 'F | 
Conncel no longer Holy Cathol:que Bi- \ 
ſhops , when Pope Vigilius Excommuni- + 
cated all who proceeded to treat or cou- 7; 
demn the Tria Capitula , which yet they |; 
proceeded to examme , and finally condemn- © } 
ed, unaer an Anathema,as Hereſie? For |» ; 
our parts we believe, that ſometime ſome : / 

S 

7 

b 


Hc.ly Catholique Biſhops have been , ave : | 
flill Ficly Catholique Biſhops , non ob- 7 
ſtante, have been and are the more Holy 2} 
Catholique Biſhops , for having been and 
for being excommunicated ty the Biſhop of 
Rome, that #5, haply for being more jaſt':7 
then ke, and,yet more holy (' okone for 
their landing out (and the longer time, | | ; 
Jet the more hilly and Catholique, and onely |, 
he the while the more unjuſt) aga nſt ſuch | | 
his unjuſt excommunication, oft without * 
cauſe, yea nut ſeldom for the cauſe of Ho | || be 
neſs, and of Catholique Doftrine or Pra=- | | th, 


ſometimes againſt them , who have Juriſ- | | We 

aittion themſelves over him, { as the. fifth | © Jes 

Oecumenicall Conncell had' over Pope Vi» on: 

Sinius -) So little proof have you brought , | 0 

ro 45 of your accuſation of Firmilian to be, * | ep 
PR 
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3 as then, noholy Biſhop , or of diminiſhing 
” the Authority of his words againſt your 
' 2 caſe, the end of your accuſation, 
* But yet further after all this, what if 
2 you have ſaid nothing in proof of the excom- 
/ 7 munication it ſelf , when you have brought 
| Euſebius, lib. 7, Hiſtor. cap. 4? What 
* Þ sf nothing can be brought, why you ſhould 
' 7 fay,that Firmilian was excommunicated by 
? ' 3 Stephen (thoxghhe threatued him together 
43 with hu Colleagues) more then may be 
4 brought , that Saint Cyprian was, who 
# yet, you contend, was not excommunicated 
2 6yStephen 2. 
=. In that of Euſebius ) [ib. Ta Hiſtor, 
#7 cap. 4.. there & nothing of hts either ſtand- 
> | 1 1ngout obſtinately (no mention of obſtinacy, , 
' [2 nor of ſtanding out, &Cc. though whoſoever 
is at any time excommunicate muſt be ſo for 
| ſome time.) Nay, what if nothing of hzs 
7 being excommunicated by Stephen (more 
(2 then elſewhere of Cyprians being excom- 
' 2 municated by Stephen,) who, you know, . 
| | was mot ? Nomore words there can ve al- 
' teaged, ſounding this way, then theſt words 
onely, e755 anei--= ws 5d exeivous #OcV@Vi TAY | 
O18 mv avliy. Tdclnv The. arTiay; imuSy Ts 
| apems's onoivaraCami.mHehad wrotean 
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Epiſtle---how that he would not commu- | 


' nicate with them for this very cauſe, for * 


P 


that, /airh be, they rebaptize Heretiques. | 7 


: 
+7 
4 


where Stephen, by Letter, threatens (and 


that is not the ſame with doing what is | © 


BIEVR 


threatned) the Biſhops of Ciltcia , Capa- : 
docia, Galatia , and the Conterminous 
Naticns, that he would not communt- : 
cate with them, neither for the very | 
ſame cauſe, for that, ſaith he, they re- | 


baptize Heretiques. Where obſerve theſe 

words not with them neither, 7»-port the + 
ſame written to the other, I. e. tothe Aﬀri- 

can Biſhops, who agreed with the Eaſtern + 
Biſhops therein. Secondly, the reaſon of |: 
his Commination, he repeates barely for th | 
ſame cauſe with the other ſimply, for} © 
that, /azrh he, they rebaptize Heretiques, | 7 
without any aggravatio» os Firmihians| x 
part more then on Cyprians; or on the |: 


hp Eaees, "FR LIEU ET 


fend 


CINE 


Eaſtern Biſhops, mure then on the African, | 
as to their manner of holding Rebaptiza-| 

#iox. Quia rebaptizant Hereticos , zs all 
the charge here, that Stephen /ayes to Fir. 
milian, or any of them : and did not Cy- 
prianſo ? and his Aﬀrican Conncell /o ? 
Thirdly , what if that laſt 's rotyaviow 
iKel ons , if he had done what he did. 
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threaten , was not excommunication ? 
| '' Kogywriiga , I will not communicate 
with you] may be, and oft hath been ſaid, 
and auly, from equalls to equalls, yea, 
way be ſaid of Inferioars to degenerate Su- 
perionrs in ſome ſenſe, as by Biſhops to He- 
reticall Patriarchs, ( ſuch as Neſtorius, 
Macedonius, Paulus Samoſatenus , Di- 
olcorus ) but excommunication alwayes 
confeſſedly us the AF of the Superioar , or 
pretended Superiour, to Inferiours : Fir 
it 5 an Alt of the proper power of the Keyes, 
which alwayes fſue from the perſon that 
hath qurifaiftion, as a Superioar, or pre= 
tends to have, So might poſſibly Stephen. 
pretend, we grant, but he did not pretend in 
theſe words 5 sg* 10G) i0ay $6; 01; 5 much 
le(s is he proved to have excommunicated. 
them in theſe words, or in any other of that 
place in Euſebius. Little have y'u ſaid ro 
prove, that Firmilianus was excommuni= 
cated, much leſs that he had deſerved it, 
or why he was not a huly Catholique Bi- 
ſhop, notwithſtanding that hs erronr in an: 
obſcure queſtion undefined. You have 
brought in a very heavy charge avainſt a 
holy Catholique Biſhop, by your own Ccon- 
feſſion ; (if you cannot prove any ſubſe- 
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guent accrſaticu , beſide hs preciſe er- | 
rour of Rebaptization) and not any-reall F 
proof. Onely yu had great need to have * 
his authority diminſhedif you could ; and © 
fo you have tried, and bring muthing but Þ 
good will « and yer ugain we bid you trie, | 7 
and do challenge yea to ſhew in all Antiquity | 
ene evill word ſpoken of him. (abſtratting 
that which for holy Cyprians ſake, and * 
St, Auguſtins jydgement.of him, you have + 
been enforced to. abſtraft, his meer errour | 
of Rebaptization.) New then your atticn 


falling ro the gr cupd forSvant of evidence, it 


and nothing feuna againſt Firmilian,we will 
ſhew you , what we. fear yuu knew, how | 
much'good Antiquity believed and ſpake of © 
him conſtantly, without your exception, | * 
or limitaticn time { fer the uo evill, that 
Jen can alleage.) | 

| bs Bo 

Your ſecond miſconceipt, in making 


ws to agree. with you, that Firmilians | * 


and St. Cyprians caſe was the ſame in | 
order to the errour of Rebaptization, is 
grounded in theſe words of yours next 
enſuing to the former, viz. Trae, we 
admit 3t. Auguſtins. judgement and your 
«pplicatica £&f it, Viz. that Ftrmilians and 

If, 


L 
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St Cyprianvs caſe was the ſame as to this, 


7 and this thus by 'both agreed, we proceed 
* and ſhew., that Cyprian (and therefore 


Firmilian,, if otherwiſe Cathclique and 


* holy, which none can deny) ought tobe, and 
2 was by St. Auguſtins reſtimony , above a 
* hundred times, during the time of that his 
a erroar of Rebaptizatior of Heretiques, and 
2 expreſly at . the ſame time ſuppoſing and . 
2 mentioning that hu errour , yet allowed to 
2 be amoſt holy., and moſt charitable Biſhop, 
2 andin Catholique (ymmunion. Whence 
Z it isevident, that you make us fay and 
4 agree-with you, that the caſe of theſe 
3 two was ſo much the-ſame, that we. muſt 
3 hold, that Firmil;an was as holy and 
| fIcharitable a Biſhop, and-as much in Ca- 


tholique Communion, all the time he 


} held Rebaptization of Hereriques, as 
ASt. Cyprian (according to.St. Auguſtin) 
1was all that time-:--which how far it was, 
| 3not« pely from our ſaying and meaning, 
| Zandfrom truth, but eyen from your own 


Cs > <Q SS ST FI Ld _— ww -- 


| Zopinion of Firmiliay ; (who muſt con- 
| ifeſs, that he was Far inferiour co St. Cy- 


<a . . . 5 
»Prian both in life and death;) we leave to , 


4an equall judgement. Or, if you inteng- 


Jed. not to, extend, your, aſlimilation of 


+ them. . 


thing that Sf. Cyprian writin referent) {| 


446 The ſecond and third Rn 
them ſo far as may be drawn from your | 


words , yet who ſees not, that he ſhews |J | 
little holineſs, and charity in his railing | * 
and deriding Epiſtle againſt Stephen? and | } © 
ſo could not be eſteemed by St. 4»g»ſtin | | * 
a moſt holy and charitable Biſhop, as} 7 * 
St. Cyprian was; and that he condemn-| 7; Y 
ed Stephen for a Schiſmatique , as you /* c 
rant and for an Heritique and fo could| J * 
not be all the time of his errour in Ca-| 7 P 
tholique Communion with Srephen , as| J £' 
St. Cyprian was, (according to St, u' } Þ 
7xſtin.) Though therefore you intend ! 4 
this Identitie of their caſe in regard of 2 (! 
their errour , onely in relation to their) | hi: 
words, yet ſceing you put no other cauſe J} 77 
of the infringing the authority of them, | ; ” 
(and in your former miſconceipt impoſe} ©! 
upon your Reader, that we put no other] } ri 
alſo) fave onely their being in the ſameſ | FX 
errour; your conſtituting them both in 7 : it 
the ſame caſe, in regard of that errour,| ing 
makes ſo much for you, that what ſoeve| ] 7! 
Firmiltan writ in relation to that errour,} | firn 
will be of as great authority, as anj| } i 


to it; which were it true, would bet | ol 
ereat adyantage to your cauſe, ant} © 


might | 


3 
| 
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might prove as diſadvantagious to our 


Z cauſe, as it is contrary to our words, 
2 You fay here, that favouring of Rebapti- 
1} zation ws the onely thing alledged againſt 
3 the authority of the words of Firmilian , 
2 which follows indeed from your miſcon- 
3 ceipr, but n& from our words: For we 
3 affirm , that the being tranſported with 
3 pallion and impetuolity , (which we call 
1 aliquid huymanum) wasanother and more 
7 immediate cauſe of infringing the autho- 

4 rity of his words , and therefore we ſay, 


(having premiſed the mentioning of that 


| 3 his paſſionate writing) and in this condi 
| t4.2, Sc. which we refer as well to his 


Paſlion, as to his Error ; (and you by an- 
other new Miſconceipt underſtand here 
as related to his ſole Errour) fo that 


] though with you and before you we con. 


ftituted that errour as a cauſe of diminiſh- 


| ing the authority of his words , yet we 


neither before you, nor with you ever af- 


! firmed, that the ſaid errour was the total 
| andonely cauſe of infringing it. For it 
? is evident, that not onely errour in Do-. 


Arine, but immoderate Paſſion in ſpeak- 
ing or writing againſt ones adverſary, in- 


} fringes the authority of the words, whict: 


are: 
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are ſo written or ſpoken. , What you fur. | Jt 
"ther ſay, that it-.imported nothing to | #83 
your cauſe, to. make them alike in all || 
things in relation to their errour, we an-j JN 
ſwer , that we have already ſeen, how| PU! 
much you endeavoured. to. rms] | 
your cauſe by ir , yet .this would not (we 32! 
ſuppoſe) induce you to. aſfimilate them Pu 
in matters , which you your ſelf , when| JE 
you ſeriouſly ponder it, cannot judge but| #* 
improbable; as that Firmlian was leſſe| $4. 
impe: uouſly carried. towards. his errour he 


5 


all-the tume he ſtuck toit, then was St, ÞaV 
Cyprian , becauſe he repented him of it, $0 
and revoked it ; and it is not certain, that |; _ 
il | fad 


Thor 


But Firmilias lived many years after ; for | F 

he was in the Councel of Aztioch againt| 7 nd | 

Paulus Samoſatenus, Anno 266: actord- * 

ing to. Baronizs ;, and fo. had more time * 

©@ examine that, queſtion, and to money 4 
het 


| 1 


| Ihe other Biſhops ſtood affected in re- 
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Foard of it. And ſeeing both thoſe of 
7 frica and the Eaſt diſcovered and ac- 


| K&nowledged their errour , he alſo joyned 


Himſelf to them. It was not therefore 


| &hat Firmlicz wasleſſe earneſt for a time 


$n it, and haply longer then St. Cyprian, 
Suc that he had more time and experi- 
Zence about it, to diſcover the deceit of 
3c, which had St. Cyprian had, (as Saint 


| ZAzg#ſtis often pronounceth of him) 


ho can doubt , but he would preſently 


Have deſerted it? And ſecondly, is it 


Mot very poſſible, that one may be more 
Farneſtly and paſſionately ſer upon a 
;Derſwaſton, for the time he adheres to it, 
'Shough he after, upon better informati- 
pn, deſert it, then another, who ſtaies 
Jonger, or alwaies init, for wantof the 


de ER ON 


Jike infermation ? 

$ The next miſconceipt, which we lay 
Fo your charge is holing. Firmilion al- 
Fnayes (even whileſt he heid Rebapti- 
ation, writ ſo bitterly againſt 3rephey, 


RR” 


and remained for a time under excom- 
?munication) a holy Biſhop. This not- 
withſtanding by all means you endeavour 
1f*0 make. good, and ſeem to be _ 
J (990 


e 


ſo irreconcileably contraditts, as though |! 
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little offended with us for.afſerting the ſcar 
contrary. And indeed had we invented | 4,,, 
our Accuſations againſt Firmilian, for the [8 ,., 


time he angered us by avowing, that nnjuſt [4 Y 
ejettion of others out of the Church, as ſuch, qd, | 
z5 Schiſme , and that in caſe we ſhould JHe w 
not be able to defend very well this our [$f he 


accuſation , we ſhall have committed a|/ 
criminall calumny againſt Firmliay, tha yhic 
our undertaken Opinion, Definition and $ en- [om 
tence may not be impeacht, which Firmilian|Hng j 


indeed nothing bur ſpite and envy again{ |Fhe 
Firmilian, had moved us groundleſly to| F;-4 
invent this our Accuſation againſt him:]/ 
had we indeed done this, as you lay it to| Freph 
our charge , you might have deſervedly hat : 
been offended wich , us But truly weſhf C, 
have reaion to eſteem this cenſure vety[thres 
hard, eſpecially iſſuing from you, whileſt [Fired 
you pretend to ſtand for charity , andſffor t 
when you can neither be ignorant youtÞ This: 


ſelves, nor ſuppoſe us to be that the very] to yo 
ſame Accuſations,which we frame againk| Her þ 
Firmilian, were preſſed againſt him, m#[ have 
ny a fair year, before any one could Þfter 
dream, .you would urge an Argument} thoy 
from his words, by the moſt _ Himſ 
ara } 
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 BCardinals Baronins and Peron, Barcs. 
| L4nno 258. Peron. lib. 1.c.25, cont. reg. 
PFacob. Tranflat. Anglican. 

4 You fay, our Accuſation isunground- 
td, both becauſe it is neither certain, that 
[Þe was excommunicated by Stephey ; of 
[If he were excommunicated , that he was 
Faulty in reſiſting that excommunication, 
[hich ſeemed unto him unjuſt, as the ex- 
[Fommunications of the Pope may be, 
nd it appears not, that this was not vn- 
gut. To theſe two heads we anſwer, to 
The firſt that your Argument drawn from 
Firmilzans words ſuppoſes thoſe of the 
Eaſt to have been excommunicated by 
Frephen, and there is no reaſon to judge, 
hat any were fo, if Firmilian and thoſe 
Df Cappaarcia were not. For Stephen 
Threatens, at leaſt by letters particularly 
Jire&ted to them, to excommunicate them 
Hor that errour, E/eb. /ib, 7.Hiſtor.c.4., 
This therefore we thought ſo clear even 
to you, that it needed no proving, and 
Fet becauſe you ſtand upon it , we ſhall 
Pave occaſion to prove it more fully here- 
pfter, To the ſecond , we reply , that 
though it were ſuppoſed , that the Pope 
Himſelf might excommunicate others un- 
; juſtly, 
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juſtly, as certainly he may do 7 mare. 
ria fafts , yet there is no reaſon to think 
that this Excommunication inflicted by 
Stephen was uujuft , both becauſe Saint 
Auguſtin (as we ſhall preſently ſee) a 
firmes , that Srepheu alwayes remaine(þ 
in Catholique Communion, and that h: 
executed his Office i/tibate; and that 
theſe excommunicated Biſhops werere.| 
ceived _ into favour by him , by th os 
interceſlion of Dzonyſixes . Alexanarinuſ al 
for. them , when they repented chem F<" 
their errour. | = 
To your example of Yi#or, and thol: = 
of the Eaſt, we ſay, Thatif any of thenj p ” 
remained wilfully under that excommu|| of 
nication-, they were not eſteemed holy aw 
Biſhops by Irene. TOR i 
To that of the 7714 Capitala,we lay,that 
it was no matter. of Faich , which was l 
there handled, that. there appears nt 
Sround to affirm , that: YVigil;zs excom-P' 


Peat 


OIme 


municated the & athers of that Counclſf) ** 
for condemning the 77a Capirala , 0 OP 
that they fell into any excommunicatior} bin 
in condemning them. And laſtly , chayy 


- 
4 


the fifch Councel, conſiſting almoſt ot bl 
none but Eaſtern Biſhops , they. not ex-P} | 
pecting f 


| 


: 


s. 
LS-1 
_ 
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peting thoſe of the Welt. which were to 
Come to it, (as was agreed betwixt Yigi- 
V:s and 7«/tiniaxus) and being celebrated 
without and againit the will of Vigihas, 
as then no lawfull ecumenical Councel, 
$vhen it condemned che Tia C apirula. 

| Your telling of us in the next Para- 
Eraph, what you think of the Popes Ex- 
[Fommunications, &Cc. as it was needleſs, 
Þecauſe we could ſufficiently gueſſe, that 
Juch were your thoughts, without your 
[Fclling us, ſo was it uſeleſs to endeavor to 
[Fnove us or any one without proof: onely 
1Fou lay ſome grounds in it, which Presby- 
{&erians and other Sectaries may lay hold 
Dt againſt you and your Biſhops, and in- 
Weed every turbulent Noveliſt againſt ſach 
| bsare in aQtuall poſſeſſion, and that of 
gnany hundred years quietly continued, 
pf ſuperiority over them. I 
{ We anſwer preſly to the ſubſtance. 
That Firmilian firſt was excommunicated 
Þy Pope Srephen ; which you ſay, (and we 
wonder you ſay ſo) we prove onely by the 
pritneſſe of the words that are found in Eu- 
Sebius, /zb. 7. Hiſtor, cap. 4. For we after 
:| affirm, that ſore for holding peremptorily 
| hat erruer (tO wit , of Rebaptization) 
op were 


| 
3 
' 


454 The ſecond and third | 


were excommunicated by him , (Stephaito 
VIZ. thoſe of the Eaſt ; and amoagſt the vil 
a we have ſaid, Firmilian ; which is if®.s, 
ficiently proved by the words of Firmily&&- 
cited by you: for if none wereexcommlhic 
nicated by Stephen, your Argument falf 
to the ground , which was to prove jj 
the auchority of Firmilian, that Steph 
was a Sciſmatique, and cut off from tj 
Church, by an unjuſt cutting off, able 
ing, or excommunicating others : ani 
any were excommunicated by him, it wWeR 
thoſe of the Eaſt , (for thoſe of AfriWnio: 
were not) and if thoſe of the Eaſt, « Mhe! 
tainly Firmilian , for all may be exemp|y | 
ed from-it as well as he; and by hisuM&har 
charitable and contumelious expreſſiuMmur 
againſt Stephen, he ſeems to deſerve (0 mur 
the firſt place, v:-. in comparing himiMthre 
74das,Aaying, he was worſe then the vt th 
Heretiques themſelves, taunting aMof t 
flouting at him , exclaiming and railnFeffed 
againſt him, &c. Ithe ] 
To the place of E/ebizs, firſt, ſuppjJnuar 
fing that you muſt acknowledge , thFrique 
thoſe of the Eaſt were excommunicatWauch 
by Stephen, as your Argument requirsl | T 
and chat Firmilians words cited by yy com 
0 


" 
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o that purpoſe, affirm itto be true, you 
muſt alſo acknowledge, that the words of 
Stephen here cited by Exſebing,'s nowapn'- 
roy, muſt in effet ſignitie an excommu. 
ication from a Superiour : and that Sre- 
hen by that expreſſion (which we ſhall 
ore largely examine, if we come to 
reat the Popes ſupremacy) meant , that 
e, and with him the whole Catholique 
hurch which adhered co him,would de- 
y them their Communion ; which in ef- 
1Wect is , to exclude them from Commu- 
'Wion with them, or to excommunicate 
( hem, | 
i Secondly , admitting (not granting) 
:Mchar choſe words were a threat of excom- 
municating , and not an actuall excom- 
Mmunication , yet (as you know) ſuch a 
threat, by way of Canonical admonition, 
if rhe perſon threatned perſiſt in the cauſe 
nWof thar intimated excommunication , he 
effeRually incurs the cenſure, as thoſe of 
Ithe Eaſt did, by too peremptory a conti- 
MYnuance in the Rebaptization of Here- 
kyYriques, in contempt and execration of the 
uM auchority of Stephen and his See. 
68 | Thirdly, ſuppoſing that ſome were ex- 
10 communicated by Srepher, (as you con- 
id | tend, 
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tend, and we grant) and that there are \ 
no other words extant in Antiquity 
written by Srephen , whereby he inflicted} _; 
that Excommunication upon them , ſav ; 
thoſe here related by EZxſebins, (for f 7G 
where are any other 2 and rhat the rez.ſ; 
ſon given of thoſe words is not any things 
future, but what was done before , an, 
then aRually practiſed; ro wit, theip] 
rebaptizing Heretiques, it is neceſlaty t$ 
ſay, that thoſe words 's oy »vi-w: 
not communicating hereafter , are a declyFto 
ration of his aRtuall will and reſolution ;Fſub 
and not a threat for the tuture onely;Ma ft 
that from that timewhen he wrote thalNo 
Epiſtle, he would communicate no mort|mal 
with them, but leave them as excommu. ſito $ 
nicated perfons .For this *s #ce-01i-{ÞSrep 
ow» , being in the Participle , ſignified}For t 
more emphatically , that he would bed a, 
thenceforth no more communicating, or:Meen 
Communicatour with them , then if ifFho 
had been exprefled in the future tenſedfMÞe ha 
the verb. Laſtly , that by this & : 0:1» | No 
viT@y, 1s meant an AR of Juriſdiction, 1! 
of a ſuperiour to a ſubje& , is here man-JJa th 
feſt out of the words of Dionyſins Alex ? C07 
andrinas, For after he had recited wi ; vill p 
worG6pk 
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words of Stephen , and named Firmlian, 
S with many others, he addes, Argue ur 
F-pro his omnibus Epiſcopis illum deprecarer, 
 Epiſtolam fcripſ : And I wrote an Epiſtle 
[7 :0 him (Stephen) to deprecate him, or to 
2 crave paraon for all thoſe Biſhops : where 
| he uſeth the word J&weros, which ſignifies 
J to ſupplicate our of zhe »eceſſity which 
{ one hath ofthe aid of another, to whom 
J he ſupplicates. Now ſuch adeprecation 
Ffor another could not be prudently made 
1Yto Stephen, but as to a ſuperiour for a 
\Fſubje& For it muſt either be made as to 
ja friend , orastoa judge and ſuperiour. 
Now Dionyſins Alexandrin. could not 
{make this deprecation for thoſe Biſhops 
Ko Stephen as to a friend of them , for 
i{$Stephen was highly offended with them 
{}$or their oppoſition made and maintain- 
x|[&ed againſt him. Theretgre it muſt have 
cen made as to a Judge -and Superiour, 
;{$%ho had power to pardon thoſe , whom 
oe had puniſhed. 
44 Now to ſhew,that the words 's #o:ywyr'- 
of &-!,ſpoken in Greek by Exſeb:as,fignified 
n-[42 thoſe Primitive times as much as 20 
oÞ4xcommunicate, (which you here deny) I 
xeþFvill produce ſome inſtances , which for 
ds ? | : X the 
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the preſent may ſuffice to confirm that | 
acception, It is manifeſt , that Yi&oy ex. | 
communicated (even as you have proved) 
the Eaſtern Biſhops. for the obſervation |! 
of Eaſter with the-Jews, and it is ascer- ſi} 

tain, that the Predeceſſours of Yor (as | 


LY 


St. Irenenus affirms) excommunicated |; 


them not. Now St. Irenexs proves that |# + 
they were retained in the Communion of j 
the Church by thoſe former Popes , be- |} * 
cauſe they ſent to them the moſt holy}F ; 
Euchariſt : whereby they ſignified , that - 
they communicated with them, Whence[ 
may be rightly inferred , that to whom-|F , 
ſoever the Ancient Biſhops of Reme refu-[ 7 


fed to ſend the Euchariſt , which was they z/ 
ſeal and (ignet of their Communion | 
with others , they refuſed them their all 
Communion; and thereby ſignified, thath 
they were deprived of the Communion, 
of the Catholique Church, orexcomng| 
nicated. * Forif the ſending of the Fj 
chariſt were a teſtimony of the Biſhop df} 
Romes Communion with others , and thi}: 
Communion of the Biſhop of Rome witlf 
others a certification of their being iP 
the . Communion of the Catholiquſ} 
Church , the refuſing to ſend-it was a & ' 
priviogy 
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I 
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Hriving them of his Communion, and the 
depriving of his Communion an afſu. 
rance, that no Catholique Prelate was to 
communicate with them ; which: is no- 
thing but Excommunication. Second- 
ly, the ſametruth is manifeſtly confirm. 
ed by the examples following. Exzlalins 
Biſhop of Syrac»ſa, diſſwading St. Ful- 
gentixs from going into Egypt fayes, 
The Countries, whither thoa deſireſt to 
travel, a perfidions diſſention hath ſepara-. 
ted them from the Commuion of bleſſed Pe- _ 
ter ; thoſe religions perſons, whoſe admira= 
ble abſtinence is celebrated, ſhould not have 
the Sacraments of the Altar common wath 
thee. Where he thinks it unlawfull for 
Saint F#lgentius (and the fame is of 


$4 all other Catholiques) to communicate 


with thoſe , who were ſeparated from 
the Sea of Peter. Author vite Fulgen- 
tis, And fohn Patriarch of Conſftanti- 


1 nople, We promiſe not torecite among ſt the 


I ſacred Myſterier, the names of thoſe who 


4 are ſeparated from the Communion of the 


Catholique Church; that i to ſay , who do 


0ÞJ 2ot fully conſent with the Sea Apoſtolique. 


| Joan. Patriarch. Conftantinop. Epift. ad 
| Hormiſdam, Tom. 2. Concil, Cap. I. 


X 2 Tit, 
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Tit. 1. Libr. 7. And eras allo Patri- 
arch of Conſtantinople, We follow the Sea 
Apoſtolique , and obey it , and communt- 
cate with thoſe that communicate therewith, 
and condemn thoſe that it condemneth,Con- 
cil. Conſtantinop. /ub Aſena. At. 4. 
And the Biſhops returning from Schiſm, 
in St. Gregory the Great's time, ſubſcribed 
thus, 7. 4. 3B. do promiſe, that I will ne- 
wer return tothe Schiſme , from whence by 
the Grace and Mercy of our Redeemer 1 
have been delivered , but that I will remain 
alwayes in the wnity of the Catholique 
Church, and in the Communion of the Bi- 
/oop of Rome. - Gregor. magn. libr. 10. 


Indi, 5. epiſt, 31. St. Hierome ad | 


Damaſum epiſt. 57. 1 am joyned with thy 


Bleſſeaneſs, that is to ſay, with the Sea of | 


Perer. Jkanowthe ( harchis founded up- 
oa that rick, &c, Whoſocever eateth the 


Lamb out of this houſe is profane. Anda | 
little after. J1f any one be joyned to Peters | 
( tair, he is mine. Optat. Milevit. con- | 
tra Parmenian. libr. 2. Ar Rome there | 


karh been ſetled to Peter the Epiſcopal 


Chair ; 1s which there was ſet the firſt of | 


all the Apefties Feter, &c. to the end, that 
in th:s oaely C hatr the unity of all might 
be 
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be preſerved, Anda little after. 7; the 
perſon of Syricius all the wortd communi- 
cates with us , by the, rommerce of formed 
letters. Whence aPpears clearly, that 
to communicate with the Biſhop of Rowe 
and with the Catholique Church were 
ancient Sy»onima*s : and ſo by the rule 
of Contraries, not to communicate with 
him, was to be ont of the Communion'of 
the Catholique Church. 

And hence appears ſecondly , that the - 
Excommunication of Szephez , ſuppoſed 
to have been inflicted upon ' Firmilian 
was juſt and lawfull, For otherwiſe 
Dionyſ; Alexand. (a holy and juk 
Prelate) would not bave craved pardon 
and favour for them from Stephen, bat 
have defended them-, and condemned 
Stephen for having .unjuſtly Excommu- 
nicated them. - Whence followes, that 
whatſoever may be ſaid of the poſſibilt- . 
ty.in the Pope to Excommunicate others 
unjuſtly, (which you preſs a little after, 
and thereby divert the queſtion to an- 
other new difficulty) yet this particular 
Excommunication of thoſe Eaſtern Bt- 
ſhops by Stephen, was not de fatto un> 
3 Juſt: both becauſe Dionyſizs Alexandri- 
; | 2 acknowledged the juſtice of it, when 
F-; X 3 he 
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_ he deprecated, or craved pardon of 


Stephen for . them, and becauſe the 
whole ſway and Body of the Catholique 
Church ,.and the Mmcomparable greater 
and chiefer number of Biſhops (as Saint 
Auguſtin affirms, hereafter to be cited) 
remained conſtantly adhering to Stephey, 
and communicating with him , even 
after that Excommunication : which 
ſhews evidently, that they eſteemed him 
no Schiſmatique. For they knew wel! 
enough it was unlawful to communicate 
with Schiſmatiques ; and conſequently 
(according to your Texer) that his Ex- 
communication was not unjuſt. | 
What you preſs alſo from theſe 
words «s *«S', as likewiſe (as you ſay) 
or rather as neither, that they muſt have 
reference to the Biſhops of Africa, brings 


with it no neceſſary conſequence of re- |/! 
ferring them to the Biſhops of Africa, |? 


as you infer from them to prove them a 


threat onely. For Dionyſinus Alexandri- | : 


#5 here both ſpeaks of the Hereſie of 
Donatus, (or Donatianus, as Enſebins 


ſayes) being refuſed by thoſe Biſhops,and | 


of thoſe , who rebaptized Heretiques, 
Now it may be, that Srephey excommu- 


nicated the one as well as the other ; and 
i ſo 
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Z ſo «5 'vfs* may be referred to them, that 
# as he excommunicated the one for fol. 
7. lowing Donatianus, or Donatns, ſo he ex- 
7 -communicated the other for rebaptizing 
'# Heretiques: or if in that Epiſtle he ex- 
7 communicated onely thoſe who rebapti- 
Z zed, we anſwer, that he ſpeaks there of 
2 divers other diſtant Nations and Cities, 
2 as of Syria, Arabia, Antioch , &c. and 


as thoſe of Cappadocia, (ilicia, and Ga- 
3 latia, to whom onely he wrote the Epi- 
2 file, co which Biſhops, as being involved 
27 inthe ſameerrour , thoſe words *«s *s7 
| may bereferred, . andſo have no neceſſa- 
{7 ry relation to thoſe of Africa. 


the Eaft were rather to be thought -ex- 


and not a bare threat of it, when the 
other were onely threatened. Second- 
! ly, Firmilian ſignifiesin his Epiſtle to St. 
Cyprian , that Stephen refufed their Le- 
gates, not onely C ommunion, but lodg- 
| ing, and as Firmilian ſaith, breaking peace 


T* 64 L . 
wo RED 230! x edt 


the bordering Nations to them , as well 


And hence alſoappears , why thoſe of 


communicated by S:ephex , then thoſe of 
Africa : becauſe in this cited Epiftte 
there are words which fignifie an- aRuall - 
$ Excommunication , as we have ſhewed, 
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with them. Thirdly , thoſe of the Eaſt | 
' Pretended (as Firmilian affirms) not one- [# 
ly that Rebaptization was a truth drawn |” 
from Scriptures, &c. but that -it was an! 4 
Apoſtolicall tradition , come down from | } 
the very Apoſtles to them : and that the|'3 
other of Stephen was a meer humane tras '} 
dition. Fourthly, thoſe of the Eaſt long 
defore had concluded Rebaptization in a 
Councell at 1conium: Fifthly , thoſe off: 
the Eaſt de fafo, did rebaptize, and had a|\ 
commmon cuſtome to. do ſo for many|} 
years : whereas thoſe of Africa of St.:} 


T? 4, 
fs 
” 
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Cyprians party did not bringit into-com.|; of 
mon practice before the -fourth- Coun-!'F ge 
cell of (arthageat leaſt, where it wasþ} gf 
more fully concluded : For 'St. Cy} ab 
prian ſent the Ars of the precedent} vn 
Councel to Szephen to have his approba. | 1; 
tion of them , and ſo would not certain- {7 ric 
ly determine any contrary practice tof II the 
what was accuſtomed before he received} I cor 
Stephens anſwer : No, nor then neither, | Jþy 
(it being zegative, and againſt thoſe de-| I for; 
crees,) till he had aſfembled another| 1 ge 
Councell , as he did, And even after F hor 


that, I would gladly have ſome Teftimo- | { Ay 
ny in Antiquity, that thoſe Biſhops | 7 a6; 
WM | actually F 


"By: 
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actually and commonly Rebaptized 


Z others: eſpecially the perſecution pre. 
”, ſently beginning again, and thoſe Bi- 


| } ſhopsnot long after revoking their ſen- 
\Z tences, and conforming themſelves to 


Stephen, as St. Hierome contr.. Luciferian. 
witneſſes. Therefore you rather. ſup- 
poſe then- prove, that. they both were 
guilty alike of Rebaptization. - S1xthly, 
becauſe thoſe of Cappaxecia, and the reſt 


F of the Ealt, ſiding with Firmilian, ſtood | 
3 Mm open defiance of Stephen; Authority, 


4 as Firmiftmnthe chief leader and of great- 


*| 3 eft- authority among them did, and fo 
*J3 defended chat Errour with pertinacy and 
4 obſtinacy for a time , whilsſt the peace- 
*f3 ableSt.Cyprian and the Biſhops of Afric.: 
12 under him, and lead by his example and 
- [12 Dodrine, behaved themſelves with a Spi- 
- {I rit of Unity , and deſired nothing more 
{then to live in Communion and Chriſtian 
 Fcorreſpondence with Srephez , as appears 
| by St. Cyprians ſending the Decrees of a. 
-| I former Councel of: Carthage to Stephen, 


1 Jdefiring his: approbation' of them, and 


: hoping to obtain it, and by St. Augaftins 

| J Authority ( to be ciced prefently) who: 

| ] affirmes that Stephen and- St. Cypride 
; "MO q XK.$ lived: 
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would have your hearers believe, that we! 


Epiſtle - framed two main -Accufations 
againſt Stephen. The One, that by par- E qu 
ticipating ( as he thought) with Here- ! 
tiques.in Baptiſme , he himſelf fell into 2 P- 
the ſame ſtate with Heretiques, which is 9 
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livedalwayes- in peace and Unity toge-.|/* 
ther, | 6. 9 

You ſignifie more then once, that the 9 
teflimory which you bring from-Firmi-, #4 
lians words in confirmation of your aſſer- |#7 
tion and definition ( ſuppoſing his Au. © 
thority, aud continuall Catholique San- /#7* 
ity can be: proved, which you endea- |? & 
your ). is 'wholly unanſwerable , and} 


hold it ſo. Now we-never yet determined,|F.. 
much leſſe confeſſed any ſuch matter, |} . 
becauſe we thought it not worth the an-}Y,, 
ſwering , as being ſpoken in paſſion and}! 2 


errour, and fo eſteemed it rather to be} .' 
Þ { 


rejeted or ſilenced , then examined or, 
direQly anſwered. Yer ſince you ſtick ſoÞM .* 
much upon it , we will afford a word of |! 4 
Anſwerto it, and briefly ſhew, that itis _ 
not-ſo convincing againſt us., as you M.. 
imagine, Firmilian therefore in ' that br 


27H 


manifeſt by thoſe words, Nam. 4. | 
Ceteros queque Hereticos conflat pravis || 
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[ſas ſeftas e&inventiones perverſas, prout 
''Þ guiſque errore dufins eft, poſtea induxiſſe 
>  _ gwas ,omnes. manifeſtum eft. a ſemetipſis - 


7 


damnitos efſe; &: ante diem judicii inexcu- 


_ \{Rabilem. ſententiam advuerſuns: ſemetipſes. 


At 
on ;*A 
j. 


dixiſſes [Quorum Baptiſma qui confirmat, I 


- 7 - 
; a 
- 4.94 


" Equid aliud, quam cum ipfis ſe adjudicat, 

_J& ſcipſum participem talibus faciendo, | 

1|& condemnat.” © Itisevident, faith he, that | 

[F< the reſt. of Heretiques introduced their 

| F< evill ſetsand perverſe opinions , :ac- | 

F< cordingly as each of-them was ſeduced 

F< by errour. All which, it is manifeſt, | 

'F*<*© that they are condemned of themſelves, 

{23 and have pronounced before the day 

[4 © of Judgement an inexcuſable ſentence - 

3 againſt themſelves:whoſe Baptiſm who- - 

3 < ſever confirmes, what does he, but ad- 

3< judge himſelf with chem,and condemns - | 
« himſelf by making. himſelf. partaker © «| 

with. ſuch. And: Nam. 20. . Quando | 

| F exim Baptiſmo Hereticorum communicas, . 

' 3 quid alind quam devoragine.:&* Cano ee - 

| 7 Yum bibs ? & ipſe Eccleſia ſanttificatione - 

| 3 pargatus , alienarum ſordium Fattib ms in- 
'? guinarss ? * ©© For when thou communis. - 

: * careſt with the Baprtiſme of Heretiques, . 

' | * what doeſt thou bur ink of heir gulf 
2 aint 
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< and. mud? and thou having been pur= 
< sed by the Lavacre, or waſhing, of the 
<& Church , art. defiled withithe: touch of 
+ others wickedneſſe?. - Secondly, heac. Wt 
cuſes him of: breeding diſſentions and dif. |} | 
cordsinthe Church , ſaying ,* Lires enim |} * 
& diſſe 4 uſtones. quantas paraſti per Eccle. 2 
ſeas .totius mund; ? How many, ſtrifes, |} * 
faith he, and contentions-haft thou cauſed þ 
through the Churches of the” wholeþ # | 
world?. And Nam. 25. Quid enim hu-| ® +» 
milins art lenins, quam cum tot Epiſcopul 
per torum mundum diſſenſiſſe , pacem cam|Y h 
fingulzts vario diſcordie genere rumpentem,| i t 
&c. For.what is there more humble and 2 it 
k 
w 
al 


meek, ſaith he;in an Ironicall'manner, '* 
then to difſent from ſo. many Biſhops {1 
through the whole world, breaking with | 
each one of them peace by different kinds | '& +; 
of diſcord. Theſe two capitall aecuſati-IM »: 
ons ſuppoſed, he thunders. againſt $rephen\ © 
thoſe words which you firſt. cited , and' F< 
wherein you placed the ſtrength of your F*© 
argument ,viz. Peccatam vero magnum ti- 4 
bi exaggera(ti, quando te atct:gregibas ſci- fir 
aiſti: exſcidiſti.enins teipſum.;noli te fallere. | he 
Siquidens ille eft vere. $chiſmaticas, quiſe 
4.Gemmunione Ecclefraſtice _— Ape- 7 
[i atant: . 
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= */atam fecit. Thou haſt committed a 
# * preatſin, when thou didſt cut thy ſelf 
* © off from ſo many flocks.For,deceive not 
YZ «thy ſelf; thou haft cut thy ſelf off, For 
7% < heis truly a Schiſmatique , who hath 
['Z © made himſelf an kpolate from the 
Z © Communion: of the Ecclehiaſticall 
X © Unity: ee 
3 Now who ſees not, that all theſe words 
þ # may be applied to the firit accuſation, 
| # viz. that he cot bimſelf' off from the-Ec- 
| cleſiaſticall Unity, by uniting» and defiling 
| himſelfe in his Communion with Here- 
,& tiques, in approving their Baptiſme ? And 
ly if thiscan be fo applied (and we deſire to 
\"' know the reaſon, why it cannot,) the 
{23 wholeforce of your Argument'is evacu- 
17 ated: which you placed in theſe-words, 
'N viz. Dam enim patas omnes ate abſtine= 
Il 7c poſſe, /oljam te ab omnibus abſtinuiſtt, 
x © Por whileſt thou thinkeft, that thou art 
$3 < ablets abſtain, or excommunicate all 
2* from thee , thou haſt, onely abſtained 
i- 4© thy ſelf from all; areas applyable tothe 
i- firſt accuſation, as-the former. For here 
e. he faithnot, (as: you make him ſay to 
| ſpeakfor you) Abftinendo omnes , teipſum 
1 ab omnibus abſtinuiſt; , by abſtaining (that 
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1s,cxcommunicating)-all thou haſt abſtai- 
ned-thy ſelf fromall; which would have |! 
beena cauſall , and made for-you : but | # 
Datm enim putas omnes ate abſtinere poſſe, [* 
&c; Whileſt thou thinke$+ thou art able 11 
_ roabſtain all from thee by Excommunica- | ? 
tion, thou abſtaineſt thy ſelf from all ,- to }- 
wit, by participating with Heretiques in '* 
the approbation of their Baptiſme , where. |? - 
by as Firmilian had ſaid before, Srephey | 
bad put himſelfin the ſame tate and con: |; 
dition with them , and thereby cut him. |? ag 
ſelf off from the Church. . Seeing there. |F,, 
fore Firmilian faith not exprelly, that by |? "I 
aQuall Excommunication of others., he |! 
ſeparated himſelf from the Church , but ';; 
whiles he thought he was able. to. abſtain (R; 
others, he abſtained himſelf, and faith ex- |} 
preſly , that by approving the. Baptiſme | | 
, of Heretiques. he becamea condemner of ' | 
_ binaſelf, which is. proper to, Heretiques, # 
as. both St. Pa»/ and Firmilan ſay, and' | 
fo ſeparated himſelf from the. Church, as Yq; 
all Heretiques do, it is not onely not ne- 3 
- ceflary to apply theſe words to his acuall| Jg; 
excommunicating. unjuſtly (as you ſup- | pgr 
poſe) others; but much more..connatu- gy 
rally and.neceſlacitly co his approving len 
| , OO Berctiquntfl | 
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"= Heretiques Baptiſm ; whereby he expreſly 
'® affirmed, he-was ſeparated with them in 
© participating with chem : which ſolution 
Zeicher convinces your Argument of nulli- 
/Fty, or at leaſt abates its force, and queſti- 
' Fonsits probability ; and ſo ſhewsit not. 
'Fto be (even confeſ], ealy by 4s , as you un- 
ZZ sroundedly fay) ſounanfwerable as you 
[2 eſteem..it., To omit, that though it 
Zcould be(which we deny) evidently col- 
*ZleRed hence, that Firmsliax was of opi- 
|Znion, that by unjuſt excommunication of 
|ZFothers, one cameto ſeparate themſelves 
|Zfrom the Church, yet:this would be, in 
| Fyour opinion, from-the.company of the 
 BRiively members of Chriſt onely,which is not 
"Zthe viſible Church. And.ifit were ynder- 
| Ifood of the vifible Church', as Firmiliax 
Zunderftands it, yet it would be- onely cau-. 
'Fally, or efficiently., and not- formally ; 
which you were to have proved from it : 
' Fſzeing you broughtir to overthrow our 
| Zdifinition of. Schiſme , which muſt be un- 
Aderſtood: to ſpeak..of Schiſme formally, 
| For inits intrinſecall- notion and nature. 
For Firmiliax puts. the formall: Notion, - 
:Zor Quiddity of Schiſme, in the; equiva- 
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precedent words, viz. le eff vere Sthi/- 
maticus, quiſe a Communione Eccleſ;aſti- | ® 
ce unitatts Apoſtatam fecit. He is-tru-| 359 
«ly a Schiſmatique, who hath made him-|*#* 


| F 


* {ſelf an Apoſtate from the Eccleliafticall 
Hence you proceed to a vindication of 1 2 


< Unity, 
Firmilian,by arepetition ſomething more'/ 
large, then what you faid before, which þ? 
we eſteem already anſwered in ſubſtance,ſ 3 
Secondly , you charge us very heavily|* 
with a great want of charity, for ſaying | P*< 
that Firmilian was 0 holy Biſhop, whilelt| 
he ſtood for ſome time obſtinately under] #9 
the Excommunication of Szephen, which 
we have proved to be true ; and ſo not #2 
contrary to charity. But had you conſ- |'F*! 
dered how: ſparingly we ſpake of Firmi-| FO 
Han, tothat which the grave Authour} 
© Baronizs faith of him, you would rather ' #4 
have judged that we ſpake charitably, 'F 
then uncharitably of him. -For (ſeeing F? 
you compell us to ſay more then we are! Þ 
willing) Baronins Anno-198. num. 1,2, 7? 
. 3: faith, That beſide his Excommunicati- $-©* 
_onand ſtanding out againſt Szepheyn , be '2? e: F 
was-a- Schiſmatique-and an Heretique; 7 " 


z 
* 
x 


#\ and proves it from the words of. his own 'F''" 
th — Epilieſ? 
Sf if * is 
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- $Epiſtle to St. Cyprias Epiſt, 75, wherein 
- | Bhe accuſes the Roman Church of errour, 
.| £for celebrating Eafter at another time, 
| G then thoſe of the Eaſt and Hiery/alem, 
[ [hat is, haply then thoſe of the Jews, did, 
Fwhich was not then defended but by the . 
"R0uarto decimani, who as Baroniss affirms, 

#420 198. cited, were then beld Schima- 
'Friques and Heretiques, becauſe the Coun- 
Fcels gathered through the whole Church 
Fad Fined againſt them, and it begun to 
De very dangerous,becauſe the Montanifts 
Maught their obſervation to beneceſſary, 
Fondemning that of | Rowe, and the reſt of 
he Church, as here Firmilian does, 
End becauſe B/aſ?#s a Roman Prieſt, un- 
ler the cloak of that practice, laboured 
"overtly to bring in Judaiſme. See Paci- 
| $41 Epiſt, ad Sempron. Enſob. 1ib. 5. Hiſt. 
o| 4p. 22. Zoom. lib. 7. cape 18. Tertul. de 
, Fr4ſcript. cap. 53. Euſeb: lib. 5. Hiſtor, 
1 F-p. 19. To avoid all theſe eminent dan- 
: ers, Pope Yidor excommunicated all 
' Whoſe Aſian obſervers of Eafter , andthe 
Kouncel of Nz:ce confirmed his ſentence 
' 2Þy condemning them as Heretiques. Your 
*challenge therefore to prove, that any 
*Kancient Author ſpeaks ill of Firmilian in 

any 
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any thing (excepting onely his errour of | 
Rebaptization) was unneceſlary : for he F 
ſpeaks ill enough in this other particular [FF 0 
of himſelf. But all this while , 'we have in 
juſt reaſon to wonder , that you lie 6 |iÞ oj 
heavy upon us, for denying for a time [Few 
the ſanity of Firmilian, when you you [ot 
ſelves charge Pope Stephen,” not onely of | tef 
the loſſe of Holineſſe, but of the capitall FFhi 
crime of Schiſme , (which how horridly ÞÞeat 
great it is, Dr. Hammond hath already [Fug 
told you) and that onely upon the ſol: [$chi 
accuſation of his profeſſed enemy, (whi. [Se 
left he was in error andin paſſion apainſ |@tiz 


at 


him) contrary to the Characters madesf | m 
him by Vincent Lerinenſis, St. Auguſtin, (Wf tl 


and the very Donatiſts themſelves, as we ff b 
 fhalſpreſently declare. dim) 
Pincentins Larinenſis therefore not only uſt 
commends him, and that very bighly , in} $xpli 
the whole carriage of this buſineſſe, as « 
have ſaid, but gives him the cicle of þ 
Santtns, Holy Stephen. St. Auguſtin lib, 
5. cont. Donatiſt. cap. 25 excuſes him | Þ 

jually from Schiſme with St. Cypr4an; |, 
where ſpeaking of them both, though of | 
contrary opinions he ſaith thus: /icit \Pear: 
tamen pax Chriſti in cordibus eorum, ut yp rom 
talk 
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$1; diſceptatione nullum in eu malum ſchiſ- 
Fats oriretur. © Yetthe peace of Chriſt 
j overcame, faith he,in their hearts , thac 
IF in ſuch a difference and contrariety of 
IF opinions , no evil of Schiſme roſe be. 
ewixt them. But the peace of Chriſt could 


[Bot have gat the victory in the heart of 
[F:ephen , if be had fallen into Schiſme, 
Fvbich is diretly oppoſite to Chriſtian 
Peace, unity, and charity. Therefore St. 
[${-g+/tiz thought that be fell not into 
[S$cbiſmear all, chough inthe ſame place 
eſay , that Stephen judged thoſe Reba- 
tizers to be excommunicated. And that 
mayg@ppear, that he ſpeaks not onely 
of the perſon of St. Cypriay, with whom 
{by reaſon he never excommunicated 

dim) Srephen had no Schifme, St. f4u= 
Fi uſtin 1:b. de Baptiſmo cont. Peril, cap.14. 
| $xplicates himſelf in theſe words, ſpeak. 
Ing of them both, nlti cum ipſo ( Ste- 
$hano ) quidam cum iſto (Cypriano) etians 
ſentiebant, utrique cum eis in unitate conſi- 
Pentes, Where he extends this unity, or 
;hegation of Schiſme, both to them , and 
/thoſegrho adhered to them; and as ap- 
[Þears by his enſuing words, he proves 
From this, that the whole Church was in 
7 union, 


48 
-. 80 
» 
| 


_ 


” PS PI ——_ \ oo 
I» CIP rrs z = Y : d 


CRT => my Ny Og Ocean 4 _ rg 
: > 

Mr ren, TR: Dt ee REN _— an 
— _ — = » _ a. 


—— 


Cons of Per ET ESE 2p ney or > 2 


Ws m—_—_— . + ES - —_ == Me —- = — 
=> oy W - 
. 


476 The ſecond and third 
union, thatis, free from Schiſme , nt 
withſtanding theſe differences in Srephey; 
and St, Cyprians time. The Donatif 
alſo acknowledged Srephen not onelyti| 
bea good man, but ſo worthy a Pope 
that he adminiſtred the charge of hi 
_— without blame, or moſt juſthſ 
and carefully, / This is witneſſed by $| 
Auguſtin contr. Petilian. cap, 14. cited Wi 
Sed wvolo , ſolvat mihi iſte ( Petilianus 
gudeſtionem , quandoquidem cum Roman 
Eccleſia per orainem commemoraret Eji. 
Copos , inter eos commemoravit + Stephi- 
mum , quos Epiſcopatum illibate ge: 
confeſſus eſt, &c. *© But I woulg hav, | 
* faith St, Aguſtin, this man ( Petilian)ſ 
© to anſwer me a queſtion , feeing chit 
©& he, when he reckoned up in order tit 
<« Biſh:-ps of the Roman Church, whoa 
« he confeſſed to have adminiſtred thei 7 
*« Biſhops office #/{ibate , without blameſ{ 
<« or blemiſh, amongſt chem he reckouÞ 
* alſo Stephen. Which had not been true Þ 
had he-ſo unjuſtly behaved himſelf init 
that he had becomea Schiſmatique, «Þ} 
you accuſe him, +» fun 
Beſide, not. onely in the Roman , buthtudi 
alſo (which is very rare in the weſtenn|fjrum 
Marty 0 Jl I 


| 


* 
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artyrs) in the Grecian Calendar , his 
ay is put, and celebrated-amongſt them 
Dr a Bleſſed Martyr: and ſeeing it is no 
Shere recorded, that-Srephey ever revg- 
ed his cenſure of Excommunication, 
|1 the excommunicated revoked their 
rrour, and craved reconciliation , it is 
nanifeſt , that he never acknowlenged | 
limſelf to have done ill inic, and they 
Ecknowledged that he did well by ſubmit- 
Ws theraſelves. Ic will by this, I hope 
Bppear , which of us two had the moſt 
eaſon, and the leaſt charity, in our char< 
Ges made by us againſt Firmiliay., and by 
$0u againſt Stephey, | | 


=> -— -_ Ee,” 


—_ 
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* Theſe words follow thoſe P. 44.4. viz. 

| That you can alledge. Immediately 

| beforeC.6. : 

uy Theſe Lines which next follow, are ſperit 

ina ſole repetition of what had been 

ſaid,and cited before,and we anſwered. 
P. 6 


— 
aw 


1 Concerning Firmilian, firſt, hear we what 
W:4 enemies yield him, See Baronius ad An- 

num 258; Num. 47. Docrins & ſanRi- 
t}Ftudine morum nulli prope modum illo- 
afgrum temporum videbatur eſſe ſecundus - 
5) L | w— Eum - 


} 


478 | . The ſecdnd and third 


Eum Grezci colunt ac venerantur ; cujus 


natalem diem perinde ac aliorumSanQo- 
rum in Menologio conſignatum, anniver. 
ſari3 memoriz celebrant. That he ſcemed 
tobe ſecond to nome almoſt of that Agein 
learning and holineſs of manners ; and that 


the Greehs do venerate and reverence him, | 


keeping bis Anniverſary day, as of othr 
Saimts. | 

See alſo what Pamelius ſayes of him, 
pag. 242. #: St. Cyprians Edition. 

' See next (and rather) what St. Ball 
the Great ſaith of him, lib. de Spirit 
SanQo, cap. 29. Teviny x, pippurnravc m 
nuelegw wapſugiom mv Tis ut 2.0908 BG nom: 
AITEY- oem X; Kenna 0gi fs wrao Atyous 


£y;x9ptos :; & hunc cum aliis ſtatim appel. Þ 
lat drdpas uas's Tons exnnroras wv man 


var %) Juvdpe mv peatTO Sranperiig...m 


That this ſame faith (/2irh $2. Baſil th: 


Great ) was in our Firmilian , his Homi-Þ 
lies, which he hath left behinde bim, do: Þ 
reſtifie....... and we of Cappadocia (when Þ 
Sr. Baſil ſucceeded him 1n his Archbiſbopric 
of Ceſarea) do ſo ſpeak of Firmilian, by if 
a Tradition left ever ſince his time here Þþ 
in this place and countrey...... aud th 
preſently he records him amongſt thoſe "y 
whic 


Hſconceipt diſcovered, 
which. were, (ſaith he) Pillars of the 
Church, illuftrious in all. knowledge, and 
inall powerof the'Spirit. £15113 48011 

What the Eaſtern Biſhops his contenspo= 
raries, as well as Countrey-men, who beſt 
knew him, ſay of him in Euſebius, lib, 7. 


| cap. a. alias 23, 24. conſider we now, All 
i the Biſhops of. t 


. Catholique Conneel of 
Antioch gathereFtogether to the condemna- 
tion of Paulus Samoſatenus that Arch- 


| Heretique ; ouvyxpoInfleions mMaiguy O'owy 
| $710K07 av Gvvids , there being .gathered 


together a Synod of a very great number 
of Biſhops, they thus write tn their $yno- 
dical Epiſtle to Dionyſus B:iſpop of Rome, 
aud to Maximus Biſhop of Alexandria, :wo- 
Patriarchs abſent. 


(. Weſentalſo by Letter, and intreated 


. | many Biſhops of: them that live far off 


from Arntwch , to have come to the cu- 
| ring of this deadly Do&rine ,*by name, 
| Dionyſines from Alexandria,and Firmilia- 
| 14 from —_— Tus MaxgpiTas blel- 
{ ſed men, of 

| Biſhop Chriſtopherſon rexders-3r ) of Xx 
| Su ares , &c. This is that' Firmslian 
| {/ay they)) who had before come twice 


happy memory («5 Jour 


, and condemned the innovated 
Doctrines 


479 
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go The ſecong andthird | 
Do&rines brought in by him , (Paulus M$ | 
Samoſatenus) aswe know, and da teſtifie, FF - 
that then were preſent,” and many others} F | 
know : - And when: Pa»lzs promiſed. tha} | 
he would be another man , Firmilian be. |i& . 
lieving and hoping ſo , diſmiſt the matcer ÞF 
without any reviling, .or contumely put |: 
upon Paxlrzs for it.....,l hefame Firmi | 
Hanns was nowin cominsS unto us to Az- 
tioch,. as who had had experience of his | 
wicked Hereſie, that denies God, andfF 
was come as far as Tar/#s , but while we | 
were aſſembled, and called , and waited | 
till he came, he died in his journey at | «/ 
Tarſus. Enſebias himſelf. libro. 7. cap. |$rh 
as. | | [ro 
Inter Epiſcopos Synodi Antiochenz, far 
6% pdAtoa,” Sitwgeroy p'ppuriay3s wy Tis Ran | Ime 
Tadoro rcuonpetas waighomos fv x vquv, | bi 
&Cc, ]s'mwv 8 pants imepartis 3Js nowy. | not 
— Amongſt the Biſhops of the Synod of |/J/- 
Antioch , thoſe which were moſt illuſtri- | 4 
ous, were Firmlianus Biſhop of Ceſaru, | $» 
of Cappadecia,and Helenns : and of thok }$ 
Biſhops theſe were-the moſt: renowned, | # 
In the Greek; Leiturgie uſed unto thi if 20 | 
day in- their. Publique Service of Got, the 
BrExioy .78 *OvrVCpis wirOr , Otob, 28. | 1Pes 
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On that day we remember , o% 5gis 7x 
Tecs #149” erp Arays , OUr holy Father 
$ Firmilianus Biſhop of Ceſarea, and 1el. 
2 chion , &c. which pulled down Paxlms 
[18 Samoſatenus. 


IS 'Epnryimao; Srioteriy a givus TiKvee 
S1ppiMays x) Gov duvro Meayior, 


s FE Peaceably do reſt the Children of peace, 
( |  Firniilian, and with him elchion. 


dÞ3 Thus the Greek Service-Buok, Now 
t | a/rhorgh your grant Firmilian dyed a Ca- 
p, [4 rholique Biſhop, yet ſince you are not able 
to bring any thing to diſparage him , from 
e, (any bat from your ſelves,or your own party, 
| Iren of yeſterday, as it were angry with 
Shim, for telling Pope Stephen .has faitr ; 
'Rrot from any Antiquity , that once deny 
Rim ( as you are bold to do) to have been 
i | A+] a holy Catholique Biſhop , daring the 
4, | Tvhile he continued in his Errour, any more 
ſc | &hen Cyprian , to have continued a holy 
| | ECathol:que Biſhop ſtill, while he continued 
1; 210 leſſe #n the ſelf-ſame Errour. Antiquity 
1d, therefore by us produced muſt be heard, 
8, {Upeaking of him all good and honourable 
'» Y 


482 - " ſecond, and third, &c. 


things., and noevil at all , or errour m® 
common to him with the fill huly C ab. i 4 
lique Biſhop Cyprian. Therefore , as mi. 
Catholique dares rejeft $t. Cyprians Av. 
thority concerning the Biſhop of Rome 

ower , or hs judgement, what wa. 
Schiſme (though ſpoken then : :) no mal. 
may ye reject Firmilians. 


CL PIER 
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| Y 4] The fourth © Miſconcerpt made good 
againſt our Adverſaries.. 


C's 7 


TJOurthly, you miſconceive the words 
L- of St. Cyprian, which we compare 
with thoſe of Firmiltian. Forthey were 
not thoſe words which you cite, ſpoken 
by St {yprian in the Councell of Car- 
thage, (wherein nothing at all is ſpoken 
againſt Srephen, as we ſhall ſhew preſent- 
{y) but the words which he wrote expreſ- 
ly againſt him in one of his Epiſtles. And 
this to be our meaning is evident, be- 
cauſe we ſay, they were thoſe words, 
—} whereof St. Angsſtin layes, that St. Cy- 
£7 'prian patiebatur aliquid humani in the 
3 writing of them : which are not thoſe 


''Y words ſpoken by St. Cyprian in the Coun: 
"7 cell: for St. Auguſtin, as you cite hip, 
and that truly. allowed of them, ad 
commended them ; but thoſe whichie 
wrote againſt ' Stephen in his Epiſtle at 
which St+ A-g»ſtin was ſo mucki 6ftd- 
ach? RX 2 ed, 
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ed,and did fo much diſlike of them, that 
he ſaith, /ibr. 5. contr. Donatiſt. cap 25. 
T he things which Cyprian ſpread in anger 
againit Stephen , [will not let them paſſe 
ww1der my pen. . 
P. 8. [| 
The next Mijconceipt objefted to us 55, | 
touching what words of St. Cyprian you | 7 
then intended to compare with thoſe of Fit- | 
milian : which ſince then you named nit, 


you may now ſay what you pleaſe, and ſo ; F i 
eſcape confuting : onely thus much we ſhall | ® 


ſay, that whereas you even then profeſſed to | | 

compare with the words of Firmilian , the | 
like words of St. Cyprian againſt the ſame | © 
Stephen, while he (i.e. Sr. Cyprian) fa- |% 


woured the ſame errour of Rebaptization, | 
we are ſure the words of St. Cyprian, | 


which were by us cited, and as you acknow* © 


ledge, by St Auguſtin commended, are as | © 
like words, and more like to Firmilians | 


words,and {poken againſt the ſame Stephen, ' 
end whileſt he favonred the ſame errour of © 

Lebaptization, #5 are thoſe words , which 
J« now relate unto. And although tn 7 


Rvent this probable nnd: rf anding of your | i 


ſen;rhen 2 You are now pleaſed to ſay, f hat #4 
the ods of St. Cyprian by as cited, were 


nothing 
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wothing at all ſpoken againſt Stephen , and 
that you promiſe to ſhew preſently, ſo pre- 
ſently as you ſnall come to ſhewit, we will 
ſhrew the contrary,. and preve they-were 6 


\' 3 ken againſt Stephen : and then if this we 
= prove, you who ackzowledge theſe words by 
3 mcitedont of Cyprian 1n the Conncell of 
2 Carthage, to have been commended by Sr. 


Auguſtin, wwſt acknowledge , that the 
words (and thoſe we will ſhew ts be like 
words unto Firmilians) [puken by Sr. Cy- 
prian agais? Stephen, were commended by 
St} Auguſtin, And-as tothoſe very.words 
of $t:Cyprian, which you acknowledge he 


3 wrote againſt Stephen in his Epiſtle ,where- 


as:you ſay, that St. Auguſtin was ſo much 
offended at them, and did ſo much diſlike 
them, that he ſaith, libr. 5. contr. Dona- 
tiſt, cap. 25. The things which Cyprian 


2 ſpread in anger againſt Srephey, 1 will not 


ler them paſs under my pen; ( So y.u tra»- 


Ts ſlate St. Auguftins words, that you may 


transfer the blame : ) we now ſhail ſpew, 
this your Tranſlation injurious to St, Aus 


ouſtin, and to $t Cyprian '( as before you 


1 4 have been injurious to Firmilian.) St. Atl» 


guſtins words in that place cited by you are 
theſe. Jamilla, que in Stephanum irrita- 
| SY tus 
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tus effadit (Cyprianzs,) tetraQtare nolo: 
quia & non opus eſt ; eadem quippe ipſa 
dicuntur , quz jam ſatis diſcuſſa ſunt. 
Which you will now acknowledge ( we 
believe ) to be rightly rendered thus ; Now 
thoſe things which Cyprian being provo- 
ked, ſpread (sf yow wa) againſt Srephes, | 
I will not handle again , foraſmuch as |* 
the ſame things are therein ſaid , which þ! 
have been already diſcuſſed, What St. 
Auguſtin ſaith, iritatus, Cyprian being 
provoked, (caſting the blame pon the pro 
vocation given by Stephen) you read Cy- 
_ Prianin anger (6/aming Cyprians paſſi- 
0z;) And what St. Auguſtin ſaith ;'Re- 
tracare nolo, quippe jam diſcuſſa'; I will 
not handle again, as which have: been al- 
ready diſcuſſed. Tow read, I will not let 
them paſſe under my pen , ptting St. Au- || 
guſtin, according to your own paſſion, into a |? 
fit of indignation againſ# Cyprians words, | 
3 thoſe words, RetraQtare nolo,which maj 
well deſerve your own retrattation. 


Your fourth Miſconceipt, in the words 
of St. Cyprian mentioned by us, you 
cannot avoid. For we determined in our 


 hirſt relation of them, (as appears in our 
al- 
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F | anſwer) that they: were. thoſe, in- which 
'3 St. Auguſtin affirms, St. Cyprian ſhewed 
# ſome humane frailty of immiderate vehe- 


mency:;and not- thoſe» which he com- 


f mends 70 be full of peace. and charity which 


you cite, Now this Miſconceipt touches 


$ not the matter, or meining of thoſe | 
2 wordscited by-you', whether they were 


meant. .of' $zephex or no; | but whether 


7 cheymerothe words, whereof” St. Augu- 


1 ſtin affirms; that St Cyprian did ſuffer a1i- 


quid khamanis which- we onely pointed 


"7 ar, :(aw7appears by-our words) and 


bd FS > wal Wh 


which it is evident they are not. An- 
fwer, we pray you, _ to this. 


{F "Concerning the words, which wecite 


m Engliſh out of St. Angxftis\, pro- 


| nounced upon thoſe things, which Saint. 


Cyprian writ againſt Stephen in- his E-- 
piftleto Poxpeires ;'' The things which Cy- 
prian ſpread in anger againſ} Stephen, 
1 will not tet thews paſs under my pen |, 


1 lib. 5. contra Donatiſh. cap. 25. Becauſe 


we ſay, that St. Auguſtin was ſo much 
offended at them, and diſliked them, that 
be paſſed this cenſure, thus expreſſed by 


| us of them, you paſs this cenſure upon us, 


viz. That we ſo tranſlate St. Auguſtins 
words , that we may transfer the blame; 


Y: 4 and 
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and that you will ſhew this our tranſlation © 
zo be injurious to St, Auguſtin. and Sr, Cy. | # 
prian , as before we have been injurious tÞ ©, 
Firmilian. A hard cenſure ! which im-| * 
peaches not onely our- credit and \ſinceri. | 
ty in citing and tranflating- Authours, |? 
but queſtions that of the moſt eminent |: 
and moſt learned Cardinall Peroy, and 
his Tranſlation into Engliſh. Andþ} 
therefore not ſo much.for our own.,, a; | * 
for the juft defence of his unblemiſh' | * 
credit, we are put upon a. necellity of | 
vindicating our Tranſlationfrom every, |; 
the leaſt ſhadow or appearance of de. |: 
ſerving ſo harſh and. raſh a _ cenſure |! 
Firſt therefore, that it may undeniably \;2 
appear, that this Engliſh Tranſlation of | * 
St. Auguſtins words was not invented | | 
and framed , much leſſe of ſet purpoſe |? 
coyned (as you ſeem to inſinuate) and |/? 
advantageouſly couched by us, it is the | 
very ſame word for word which we 
"found made to our hands, inthe Engliſh 
Tranſlation of Perez, asany one may ſte, | 
who ſhall pleaſe to peruſe the place. | 
Now for the Tranſlation it ſelf. The | © 
words of St. Aguſtin in Latine are theſe, | \/ 
Jam illa, que in Stephanam irritatus ef- | 1 
fait, (Cyprianus) retraFtare nolo,quia & V1 
on | © 
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20n. opus eft ,, eadem quippe ipſa dicuntur,. 


'F que jam ſatis aiſcuſſa ſunt ; & ea prete- 


nf rire melins eft , que periculum pernicioſs 
| diſſenſronrs habuerunt, The Engliſh trank- 


lation. of-the firſt: words of this Latine 
EZ ſentence given by us, was this; The , 
3 things which Cyprian ſpread in anger 
3 againſt Stephen, 1 will not let them paſſe 
3 nder my pen. You argue our Tranſlati- 
'& onof diſſonancy from St. Angaſtins la» 
3 tine words, thus ; What Sr. Auguſtin ſaith 
J irritatus, Cyprian heing provoked, ( caſting 
2 the blame upon. the provocation given by 
e. | Stephen) you read Cyprian in anger, bla» 
3 1.g Cyprians puſſion ; and what St. Aus 
3 8uſtin ſaith, Retraftare milo , quippe jam 
RJ 4/cuſſa, I will not handle again , as which 
Rave been already diſcuſſed. You read, [ 
will not let them paſſe under my pen; pat-- 
$:i2g St, Auguſtin , according. to Jour own 
he þ Jpaſſion into a fit of indignation againſt St. 
we | 4Cyprians words, in thiſe words, retractare- 
ſh | Jnolo, which may well deſerve your own re- 
e | Jtraftation, Thus you, But we ſhall pre- 
ce. {&ſencly lee, which of tis deſerves toretract 
he | the tranſlation and citation of St. A»ga- 


ſe, | &f#25 words, you or we. Concerning the 
ef- | word. irritatus , according to Calepin, 
& | 7 Y: $ F Thomas 


018 | # 
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Thomas T hemaſius, Rider, Cooper , and | 


Terence, it ſignifies as well rats, angry, 
kindlcd to wrath, nettled, ſtired up to an- 
ger, moved to wrath, and the like, as ſim- 


ply proveked. What injury then is it , ei. | 
ther to St. Augufiiz, or St. Cyprian to | 


tranſlate it 7 anger, that is, being moved 
fo anger, Or being :ngry. Now ſeeing ir11- 
ratus is here joyned to effundo (eff adit) 
which, ſayes Calepin, ſignifies extra 6 
go, and others, a powring our unmeaſure- 
ably , eſpecially being applied to words 
ſpoken, or written againſt another,whom 
weapprehend to have offended. us: and 
being followed preſently with this ſen- 


tence in the ſameplace of St. Aguſtin, | 


Duamvun commotins, tamen fraterne in- 
dignabatur ; where commotins ſignife 
troubleadly, or ſomething too vehementh, 
comming from commeveo , which accord- 


ing to Calepin ſignifies pertarbo , to trou-| 


ble, or vex ano:her,; andapphied to the 
word »daignor (indignabatur ) which C4 
lepin renders iraſcor , mel:ſte fero , Tan 
angry, or moleſted, being we fay , joyr- 
ed to theſe words and ſentences, mult 
ſignifie here in a»ger, or angry. 
Concerning the other words, 7et7a7s: 


pf » , « 
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re nolo, I will not, ſay we ,-let paſs under 


[# mypen; to know groundedly, which is 
=. the right ſignification of theſe words in' 
& this place, we mult conſider, that St. Ax. 
# 2/tin in this fifth Book againſt the Do. - 
Z natiſts, examines certain chief paſſages in ; 
Z the Epiſtles of St {prian touching re- 
2 baptization, and was treating , when he 
Z wrotetheſe words, his Epiſtle to Pomper- 


25; wherein St. Cyprian utters ſome - 
words againſt Stephex. So that this fifth 


I | Book was a retrattating, Or rehearſing of 


St. Cyprians Epiſtles, as appears by his. 
running over the chief paſſages of them 


7 one after another, So that retraftare 
/F herehadno relation toany thing, which 


St. Auguſtin had treated before, but to 


the Epiſtles of St. Cypriay ; of which he - 


framed a traR,or rehearſal! in this book ,_ 


# which hecalls in other places pertraftare : 
7 inſomuch, that rerrafare is here as much 
1 as to treat again,or to handle anew the paſ- 
7 ſages of St. Cyprians Epiſtles, which 1s : 
4 aswetranſlateit, zo /e7 the words of St. 


Cyprians Epiſtles paſs ander his pen by a. 


7 newexamination ot them. When there. 


fore he ſayes retraftare nolo, it is as much . 
as to ſay , I will not take any particular | 
| notice - 
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notice of them, or make. any particular- | 

reflexion upon them., by ſetting-theſe FF 
words down werbatim, asI have done.in | 
the other paſſages. of this. Epiſtle : and [7 

therefore of thoſe other paſſages , which | 
hehad already. diſcuſſed, he-ſayes: here, 
Eadem quippe ipſa dicuntur., tor thoſe |! 
very. things themſelves. are. rehearſed, | 
that-is, as they ſtand in St..Cypriaxs Epi- |* 
tle word for word. Whereby is cleared | 
the truth and propriety of. our tranſlati. |? 
on. - As-touching the- next following | 
words, Qua & nec opus eft , eadem quippe |? 
ipſa dicuntur, que jaw ſatis diſcuſſa ſunt, |* 
(where-you $0 no further in the ſen. |? 
tence) ow they may be conſonant to | 
the former and ſubſequent words. they |-! 
are to be thus tranſlated , Becaxſ# neither | 
5s it needfull., for thoſe very. things them. | | 
ſelves, which are already diſcuſſed , dicun- |S 
rar, are mentioned, that is, cited verbatim | & 
by me{(St. Azg-ſtin) as-they ſtand in St. | 
Cyprians Epiſtles. Er ea preterire melins | * 

eft , que periculum pernicioſe- diſſenſionis | Þi 
babuerunt, and it is better to. paſs by thiſe | 
7-115 (that is without citing them wer- 
batim ) which contained the danger of a per- 
Hicious diſſenſion. Thus the whole en: | 1 
tence. |} 
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cence of St. Angrſtin will- have a moſt 
'Z full and congruous ſenſe, yiz, The things 

Ewhich he (Sr. (yprian) ſpread, or vent- 
| "Red effuſedly in anger , or being incenſed 
 FEagainſt Stephen, I will not treat, or let 
Foaſſe. under my pen : becauſe it. is not 
Fineedfull, For thoſe very things them- 
Z$ſelves, which are already diſcuſſed , are, 
. | Yor may be fitly mentioned, or rehearſed 

 Bverbatim out of >61(yprian,and it is better 
Fo paſſe by thoſe (1. e. not citing the pre- 
Aciſe words ) which contained the danger of 
| pernicious diſſenſion.. Now we appeal to 
. | Þbe judicious Auditors, whether this and 
| Four former tranſlation, is not free from 
0 || Fither. infincerity ,, or impropriety , or 
-Hdiſlonancy trom St. Augyſtins words and 

FHneaning. And thus we come to your 
| Fitation and cranſlationof St. Anguſtins 
' Frords. You cite them thus, Pam illa 
ne in Stephanumirritatus effudit (Cypti» 
, |-Þnus) retrattare nolo, quia & non opus eſt: 
Fadem quippe ipſa dicuntur, que jam ſatis 
Yiſcaſſa /ant, and there you ſtop. And 
| Then you tranſlate them thus, Now theſe 
Shings, which Cyprian: being proveked 
SPread againſt Stephen ,_ 1 will not handle 
| #24tn., forſemuch as the ſame things are- 


a Shercin.: 
$ 
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therein ſaid , which have been already diſ-Þ 
© cuſſed. Now I hope, licence will alſo bef} 
Sranted us, to frame our accuſation # 
againſt this your citation and tranſlation; } 
for we are ſo far from acknowledging | / 
that St. Ang»ſtins words are rightly ren. | 
dered by this your tranſlation ( as you ſa} 
believe we will acknowledge ) that wel 
efteem them a plain and evident perver-| 
on of his words and ſenfe. Firit, there-þ 
fore youcite his words by halves, cucting} 
them off in the midſt , and making 6} $ 
obſcure a ſign that itwas but part of th: 
ſentence, that it could ſcarce be perce.|- 
ved, and ſo leaving out the next infuin], 
words of the fentence , which was vil 
have given light to the whole ſentenc| F- 
viz, Et ea praterire melins et , qua: peril | 
culum pernicioſe diſſentions habacrun|| 
- Secondly, your-tran(lating irriratss, as] 
ftands in this ſentence; and context, one| | 
ly fimply provoked , unleſs you mean pf 4 
woked ro anger , Or incenſed (which you | 
cannot mean, ſince. you- would thereby} 
. caſt the whole blame upon Srephey , anl} © 
free St. Cyprian from all defeR and paſlt} | 
on) is incongruousto thereſt of the ſer] Fx 
rence} & ve 
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5- Ffleence. For it muſt have been ſach a pro. 
Fvocation (which you admit not) that 
Zmade him vent himſelf immoderately, or 
'| Feffuſe his words apainft Srephen., - Third- 
/My, you quite miſtranflate thoſe words, 
'} BEadem quippe #pſa dicuntur, qua jam ſatis 
Biſcryſſa ſunt. For your tranſlation ſup- 
"Wpoſes , that St, Augs ſtin in ſome other 
i} place had treated before., and diſcuſſed 
"F Fthoſe words , written by St. Cyprias 
'| Ragainſt Srephen, which he never did, (and 
Fif he did, we preſs you to cite the place 
't Fwhere) nor indeed could have done, un- 
«1 Meſs you affirm , that he did that , which 
Fhe bimſelf here judges it was better not. 
' VFro have been done , or unfit to be done, 
nn RE: ea preterive meliuseft, que periculum 
'| Fpernicioſe diſſenſionts habuerunt, For how. 
'}/Scould he judge, that it was fit to paſſe - 
'Fthem over in ſilence, if he bad diſcuſt 
| Fthem largely before? unleſſe you judge, 
Fthar he did that, which he thought not fit 
Fto be done, or:to be better -it had been 
Fleft undone. And this. incongruity. 
3 would preſently have. appeared, if you - 
''F had (as all fair dealing required) cited 
| F theſe laſt words of the ſentence with the 
13refſt, Forwhocan cell, what is the true | 
i MEANLNS 
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meaning of the words of. any ſentence, | 
unleſſe he hear it all?. We will therefore 
adjoyn this clauſe to the reſt of. the ſen. 
tence, to your tranſlation, and then leaye 
it. co the. judgement of the Auditory, [4 
whether it hath, either cruch or ſenſe in |$ 
it. Now, ſay you, the chings. which Cy. | 
prian being provoked foread againſt Ste. | 
phen, 1 will. ot handle again.; foraſmuci | 
as the ſame things are (therein) aid, which BY 
have been already diſcuſſed; and it i5 bett [Sl 
nat to diſcuſſe thoſe things , which contain. [&Þs 
- ed the danger of a pernicious diſſenſion. Thus Þ 
to excuſe. Cypriaz from.a humane paſſion 
you make: St; Augsſtin. ipeak-pure nor | 
ſenſe, we omit . your adding the word {F$0 
therein.(though in a Parentheſis) to the |; 
Latine- Text :. for by therezz you mul þ& 
. mean, (as we. conceive) in thoſe:things, |S 
. which St Cyprian ſpake againſt Srepher,; Fi 
which addition; as it. makes the Text Þ 
ſound for you, ſoit makes it your Tex, 
not <t, Auguſtins, For if. ic be lawfullto Z 
adde words of our own to a Tranſlation} 
. of an Authour., even when the Cor:rro- Þ #7 
' yerfie-is about that very addition , asit is FE 
| Here; any Tranſlatour may make his 1. |'$ 
diorfay what he pleaſes, tofis gurpole ? 
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e | and againſt his Adverſary: Weomit alſo 
re [El hereto tell you», that you have: madean 
n- | FAbridgemeut of: St. Azgxftiysiwords in 
Ve | BL tine, [to make; ;them | yourown 
1, [{Wturn, without any congruity to. his words 
n | Yor meaning; ;: and- yet: tellus;, that they 
7. [Fre St. :Augaſiins words,'i:For you: fay 
e [W@hus. What St: Jagaſtin ſatth; Rerrattare 
h lo, qmppe: Jan difſcuſſs:: which as they; 
4 | Þt ens for you :fo. were 

, hey: never aid,,as yowafhim by St; Art 
i. [&F-{ix; but by you ;andfor your own ad- 
us |Santage: impoſed-upen-bim-,; and ſoare 
n | FÞothis , -bat: your words as. they: ſtand. 
- || Þere:- Neither will we:tell-you; that by 
i Foncealing thoſe-laſt words of St: Aus 
he | #ſtines ſentence, Er ea melins eff prete- 
it Fre, que peritulam' perniciofs: deffenſionts 
5s {{Þp-6xcrant, vou deprive'your Auditors of 


h [She knowledge of St. Anguſtias dillike, 
x {Þ$nd diſapproving the words-.(which St. 


xt, |Lyprian there'uttered againſt Stephen ) 
to In pronouncing of them , that they cox- 
on | $43ned in them the danger of a pernicious 
'0- P $5ſſention , and thereby both bore your 
is | Puditorsin hand, that St. Angaſtin caſt 
1, [$1] the blame (as you hereſay) upon Ste- 
por, and noneat all upon St. Cyprian j 
: and. 
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aiid thavwe /could|not- make good what 
wehadſaidthatyt. Avgf; was offend: 
ed with St. Cyprians worts , anddifliked Þ 
them:.:Borboth the: manifeſt untruth of [f 
your perſwaſion, andtheevident cruth of |} 
ours in: this' would .andeniably have-ap.. 
peared;/had 'thofe: words beeri: adjoyned 
by-youto thereſbof. theſentence//as they 
are'in the ſefitence.' :Neither can you ſay, £[.- 
that you either knemagt; on took-no.no: | 
tice of the ſaid'words ; fob youcite then 
particularly fome teavesatter:,: as ſaid by 
St, Again 'withour ine the 
place where, or of-what wordshe ſpeaks, 
left notice ſhouldbe taken; thatthey are 
here ſaid of St, Oyproans: wird; and OM. 
your unfair dealing be detected. Neithe 
will it acquit you to ſay, though St. 4s. 
g*ftin jadged thoſe words hud the danger if 
a pernicious diſſenſion , yet thereby he 
ſhewed no diſlike of them. For hai 
they been a moſt juſt and neceſſary d 
fence of St. Cyprias, they could not hart 
contained any ſuch: danger : for Srephn 
in that caſe ought to have acquieſced; 
and if he had fallen into diſſenſion witi 
St, Cyprian , it had been his fault onely, 
and not any danger, which his juſt defencÞþ 

_ 
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ontained of that diſſenfion. As when an 
nnocent perſon ufesa juſtdefence againſt 

ithe unjuſt oppreſſion of his adverſary ; 
&nd his adverſary thereupon; falls ifito a 
pernicious diſſenſion with him', his defence 

cannot be rightly faid 'to have had the 
danger of that diſſenſion. For every one 
; chliged:to avoid the danger of a pernies- 


=, =, Q_ -—- 
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4 45ſ[enfror:; but ho: maniis obliged” to 
pvoid his own juſt defence... _ 
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-C. 8. 


Tilfthly you miſconceive, that-S:epioWy,.. 
F excommunicated in the time of $ ſ,,-, 
Cyprian , before he ſpake thoſe work ſh. 
the African Biſhops : whence you affirn 
with another miſconceipt ,. that tho, , 
words accuſed Stephen as Schiſmatical. Wh, ; 


For as we ſaid, St. Cyprian was never tithe 
communicated by Srepher. d | 


P. 8. m_ 7 

Next you objeft to us, that we miſcn-igriar 
ceive, that, Stephen excommunicated (fp ,;, 
the time of St. Cyprian , before he Ld 
thoſe words ) the African Biſhops ,, anajt 
adde, that St. Cyprian was never exc, 
municated by Stephen; and we had "yy, 
where ſaid he was : we ſaid imely, chat Cy 
prian juſtified himſelf and his party (i 
which was Firmilian) againſt rhe Popei 
pretenſe ofexcommunicating them,( h.c, ny 
the part of Cyprian. (as we meant Wien 
words) which we again interpreted thi 
| Avowil 
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\vowing their exemption from ,any ſuch 
pretended power in Stephen to cut them 
pf from the Catholique Communnion.. So 
that by the pretenſe of excommunication, 
{if you will needs, againſt our meaning, ver 
Fer our words to'St Cyprian alſo )we inter- 
reted our ſelves te mean the pretenſe of a 
wer ( if he would uſe that power | and 
Whreatning that be would.) tg cut them off 
om. Catholique Communion : and as to 
e African. Biſhops joyniug with Cyprian, 
e meant ſome attuall attempt of ſome 
Crt of excommunicating them, And for 
15 (St. Cyprian the. mean while being no 
here expreſſed by #5 to be excommunica- 
-d by Stephen) we produce undeniable 
dence. For both thoſe words of St. Cy- 
rianin the African Conncell (if ſpoken 
vainft Stephen the Biſbop of Rome 37 his 
wriage in that debate , as we ſhall prove 
on, when you go about to, asſprove it.) do 
N-Binuate ſome attempt of ſome ſort of ex- 
mmmunicating the African Biſhops of part 
"Wit Cyprian, (whether Sr. Cyprian him- 
If er uo. } We judging no man , nor re- 
0P"Moving any one from the right of Com- 
1.6) Wurion if he differ from us in judge- 
Went, For neither doth any of us make 


thus, N wv o&- him- 
WiNg 
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himſelf Biſhop of Biſhops,-or by tyra 
nicall cerrour compell his Colleagues y 
#- necellity of obeying... "Since ev | 
Biſhop'can'no' more be judged byn(ll ; 
other, thert he can judge that other , ku} 
that we all expe& the judgement of ol: 
Lord Jefus Chriſt, who onely and al : 
hath power of ſettihg us 1h the Goyers 
ment of the —_ ; and of judging 
our -a&: clearly hinting. (ay we api 
- Stephen ce Paſo: who, <P Aer, i # 
menace, and go abont to Tudge ſome of tin e; 
at leaſt, and their Colleagnes , and ml cc 
himſelf Biſhop of Biſhops by tyrannicaltM w 


"ronr, endeavoured to compell his Colleau th 


1] 


a 
4 
[ 


ro'a neceſſity of ſubſcribing to his jul ti, 
ment. | , 7 nc 
C. 9. Y of 


You endeayour in vain to acquit yolſ ga 
ſelves of your next Miſconceipt , of ii to 
firming, the African Biſhops in the un y-; 
"of St. Cyprian to have been excommun me 
cated by Stephen, and denying, that vi yrs, 
ever ſaid, St, Cyprian was excommunilf aut 
ted by him. Your words are theſe: wh bar 

upon we charged you with thoſe Milofff yor 

ceipts, viz. ſpeaking of St. Cyprian yo 

fling himſelf and his part (in _” "Sai 
Hl 
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48 Firmilian) agamftcbe Popes pretenſcuf ex- 
communicating then. For who ſeesnot, 
that:the-relative rhems , whenithere is no 
& exceptionor: reftrition: expreſſed tothe 
F contrary, mult-neceſfarily be referred to 
all the-Correlatives, which wene before, 
and not to'one _ part of them'>' As 
if one ſhould have ſaid of Biſhop Lad, 
as you ſay here of St.\Cyprian, thus: The 
Biſhop of Canterbury juſtified himſelf and 
his party ' againſt” the Popes pretenſe of 
excommunicating then ;, what living fleſh 
could conceive , that this propoſition 
were to:be underſtood (or could be, as it 
there lies) without any further explica- 
4 tion reftraining it, (as in yoursthere is 
7 none) of the party onely of the Biſhop 
= of Canterbury , and not of himſelf > A- 
gain, what reaſon conld Stephen pretend 
to excommunicate the party of St. Cy- 
ul yi, which were onely ſecondary inftru- 
ments, and not excommunicate St. Cy- 
yrian, Whowas the prime cauſe and chief 
authour and mover of the-opinion of Re- 
baptization; againſt Srephen 2 Neither is 
your other excuſe ſufficient, for though 
you fay after, inanother Paragraph, that 
Saint Ang»ſtin commends Saint _— 
or 
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far avawing. their exemption from ay) | 
ſuch pretended power in Stephen, | 
ext thens offi; from (atholique' Communinn, | 
yet this evinces not; that in the forme 
dentence, :by-prerenſe.of excommunicatin | 
Them, you meant onely the pretended ji 
power to excommunicate them , and not JW 
the pretended excommunication it (elf | 
For you might very connaturally mean i « 
the actuall Excommunication in the fir}, BY 3 
and the power of Excommunicating in | 1 
the ſecond: and you are to be thought {2 
to have meant ſo, both becauſe the pre. MP: 
tenſe of excommunicating them ſignits | 
actuall excommunication ; and becauſ |< 
you never intimated in thoſe two Par. JW" 
Sraphs, that the ſecond was an explicati- 
on, or determination of your mindein |" 
the firſt, And who can doubt, but you ju 
now juſtifie your ſelves, both from the Þ'V 
pretenſe (as you think) of excommunt 01 
cating you,and from bis pretended pow 
in the Pope to excommunicate you; ani ſt 
yet mean not the one by the other. 
Moreover you joyn Firmlian here to tit 
parcy of St. Cyprian: now we have pro I S 
ved, and you muſt grant, that choſe of [Yr 
the Eaft , and conſequently Firmilias, ifo* 
wer 
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were actually excommunicated; there» 
fore you muſt underſtand thoſe words, 
pretenſe of excommunicating them, Of: 
acuall excommunication, and not of the 
ſole power, or threat of it. _ © 

Your producing the words of St. Cy-. 
prian ipoken in the Councell , to proye 
that Srephen had: made ſome attempr of; 
excommunicating thoſe of Africa,(which 


$ you call an zadcniable evidence, and har 


notwithſtanding you know, we have de 
nied it. twice, or thrice;.is to: ſmall: pur- : 
poſe , both becauſe it is now in;-contro- 

verſie, whether ic imports any ſuch 'mat-." 


Wrer concerning S:-phez, or be: any, way - 


A 


meant of. lum ; andyf (for the preſenc)- 
hat were admitted , it would prove no= 
hing-to your purpoſe. For his excom- ' 


Wunicating:thoſe of the Eaſt might have 
Eiven ſufficient occaſion to St.. Cypriaz,. 


$0 have hinted at him :for judging; other- 
ſhops, and. pretending to be' Brſhop-of 
iſhops, though he had attempted no- 
ing againſt thoſe of Africa, Neither. 
thoſe words had evinced ſome attempr 
1 Stephen, to:;excommunicate thoſe - of 
Hfrica', would they make any thing 
againſt us (in what we ſay, and you pre- 
b Z tend 
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tend to anſwer here) who deny not the 
attempt or heat, bur the actuall excom- 
munication of-'the African Biſhops, and || 
Sti! Cyprian. 5 | 
Your. next citation of St. ('ypriays || 
words: againſt Srephes., as they prove Þ 
onely the ſaid attempt , or threat onely, | 
and ſq -evince-nothing:! to what we fay [| 
here;fo)rhey demonlirate neither: regard: 
to'Sh Ao uſtin;-incitingthoſe' words'of 
St. Cypriaw verbatiny; which St: Auguſtin 
thought: better ((aswealreadyhave pro- | 
ved; and you hereafter- acknowledge) to 
bepaſſedoverindiſerice; norto'SE.. Cy- | 
prian ,1m1; producing againlit' that Holy | 
Martyr thoſe vety words ,: atid expoſinp 
chem tothe publique view of -every ill- + 
terate-- Reader; iri'a vulgar language, | 
which St: Aupaſtinacknowledged t0 have |; 
the danger of 'a Ptrnicions diffefon, 'anl 
in which-be defends :the :now-condemiel |S 
exrour. 'of- Rebaptization;” and: acculs | 
Srepbenfox taking the 'Patronage of He- Bier; 
retiques (as St. Cyprian then: thought) by 
allowing their Baptiſme to be-pood; and 
not toi-b& reiterated; :and-affirms-, chit 
toabltain(from:Communion) thoſe why 
defend Rebaprizatidn., is to excommunt| 
EO: cath” 


| cate thoſe, who'defend rhe tyathof Cbriff 

| ani{the nnity of the Chu#ch\, and "conſe. - 

#; fed if any force of truth be- conſti- 
x 


*W cuted by you'in'thoſe words of. St. Cy- 
MN pig) the vole camenicall moſt holy 
FE Conncelt bfi ice is*to be judgedto'have 
excorhinunicated 'perſons* for defending 
the truth” of (hrift; and the unity 'of the 
FE Charch, when they anathematized thoſe 
1 -— 6m , and condemned' them as 
Heretiques. ' Thus you'ſeern not to care 
whom'you:negle&,” or hurt”, fo you 
ay ' ay ſomething inf your own de- 
fence,” f? bBII3ZESG D | | 
'Your*'citing,” and reciting the ſame 
words of Firmilian, as it proves no more, 


- {When what you' cited from St, Cyprian, 


Fand muctleſfe} becauſe of the greater 
Wpaſſion ſhewed in them) ſo aret 


are they not 
Fit to be' rehearſed : onely we obſerve, 
[Eat for your advantage , you would un- 


6 lerftand” what he'ſayes of the Lepates 


ent to Stephen; ofthe Legates from 
| fr5ca, eontrary to Baronins , Who un- 
lerftands' them to be the Legates of the 
Eaſt; and ſeeing the conſtitution and re. 
VfBation of *Firmilians words - will bear 
'FFiarſenſe, I know not why your particu- 
- Z 2 lar 
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lar interpretation ſhould overbear that 
of the moſt famous Hiſtorian, Baroniny , 
eſpecially , when .it was to little purpoſe | 
for Firmilian to have related to Saint | 
(7prian, bow their Legates were ufed by || 
Srephen ; when he was co ſuppoſe, that |} 
that was better known to St. Cyprian, | 
then to himſelf , and becnls nei. | 
ther Saint Cyprian , nor any of the | 
African Biſhops are related .co have | 
complained of Stephex for ſo harſh Þ 
an uſage of their Legates by Szephey, | 
And that,as you grant,thoſe from whom | 
they were ſent, not being excommunics. || 
ted by Stephen,why ſhould he be thought | 

to proceed againſt their Legatesin all ti- | 
Four , as againſt excommunicated per- | 


ſons? when the words may be under þ 
ſtood of the Legates, of perſons already || 
excommunicated, to wit, of thoſe of the F 
Eaft. Whence this Argument may be | 
preſſcd againſt you. Srephey proceeded Þ 
againſt the Legates ſent to him,as again | 
excommunicated pzrſons: Therefore thy | 
were ſent to bim from perſons excommu- 
nicated: but they were ſent to him eithet | | 
fromthoſe of che Eaſt, or from choſed |} 
Africa: not from thoſe of Africa, 8} 
yoſy 
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| you here contend , for you contend'alfh, 
[| that they were not excommunicated: 
33 Therefore they were ſent from thoſe of 


35 the Eaſt; and conſequently you muſt © 

-confeſle, that thoſe of the Eaſt (and fo 

_ Firmilian, as' chief defender of Rebapti- 

zation among them) were excommuni- 

+ cated. 'Andthus in ſtead of bringing Ar- 

ZW #2uments for your ſelves, you furniſh your 

 Adverfaries with Arguments againſt you; 
You'ſay next,that you underſtand not, 


| > wo 's ED CE } ["Y _ TT _— » k ah 
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3 Fs that when Firmiliay ſaid, that Stephers 
lH had cat off bimeif from” all , that by. all 
s IF is to be underſtood rigoroully fmply all; 
E | but wniverſalire accommeda, from all the 


2 party which in this contention he oppo- 

'F ſd; quite contrary to what you ſaid” 
M | in a former ' Anſwer to: our . Reaſons, 
OY p.17. in our Copy; where you prove, 


BY, 


r | that Stephen (according to Firmilian) by 
| | excommunicating others unjuſtly (as you 


= fromthe Charch, becauſe Firmilian pro- 
3 ved that Stephen was an Apoſtata from 
my the Eccleſiaſtical unity, by this reaſon, 
$ viz. For whileſt thox thoughteſt to cut off 
ſedl i others from thee, thou haſt onely cut iff thy 
8 /elf from all. Now whether your under- 
yu rg | Z 3 ſtand 
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- 


ſgndby Church here , the whole. yiſible 
urch as we have proved, you muſt do. 


or the company of the lively members of || 


Chriſt, which is the inviſible, as you do; | 


yet you mult neceſſarily underſtand by.ir, | 
more then whom Stephen then oppoſed; Þ 
and _ conſequently ,. if. there ., Firmilian 


prove well, that Stephen ſeparated him- 
ſelf conſequentially from the Church, be- 
cauſe he cyt off himſelf. from /., you 
muſt either by 4/4 underſtand more then 
thoſe whom he oppoſed, or plainly con- 
tradid your ſelves. ©. Secondly ,. by ;this 
your ſo ftreight interpretation . of the 
word all, you quite overthrow.your.main 
fundamentall argument , .drawy. again 


usfrom the inftance of, Firm liar, and fo Þ 


pat (your ſelves) a period-tothat.contro- 


verſie, without any further anſwer of | 


ours. - For which of us either ever deni- 
ed or doubted (or indeed could do 1o) 
that Stephen by excommunicating others, 
whetherjuſtly or.unjuftly, as you pretend, 
ſeparated himſelf from. all thoſe, whom 
he oppoſed, (viz. by that excommunica- 
tion?) And- when this is granted you, 
how will you ever prove him a Schiſma- 
tique, becauſe he is ſeparated from thole, 

HE: whom 


; 
> 


£ 
.: 
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MOR ECON municates z -onely 2.-$0 

= longas heremaineuntted. to.theBody.,gf 
[E the, Church ,:both viſible-and;invighie, 
_ the onevf which ſeparations is-neceſſayi- 

| ly conſequent (even according to-you)ito 

_ every unjuſt. Excommunication , which, 

| you ay, are.unjverſally, $chiſmaticall.:!+ 

_ Firmilians ſaying, thatitherawere:dif- 
ferent ;cuſtomes in different; particular 

- Churches, without, breach .of peace and 

| unity betwixt them-, is moſt rrue.:;-but. he 

| erred in the application, of. that; truth. 
 -For the cuſtome of. not; Rehaptizing He- 

$ :reriques-was not a. partigular protiice.af 
$ ſome particular Church; but-che univerdal 

F ancient cuſtome of the nniverſall Church, 
as:St. Auguſtin affirms, and-St; GClypriay 

J acknowledges; andthe comraty practice 

FF in the Baſt: Church: was. begunin the 

x Councell of: Ico4m ,\38d:the:contratly 
docrine. in the South-#n."H#frica;in the 
Councells of Garthage, : X 

Your. citing the:following: v:ords-of 
Firmslizn, ito prove that Stephen. made 

ſome attempt to excommunicatethoſe:of 
Africa, firſt proves itnot. For the: for- 
mer.part of the Sentence, viz... Stephen 1s 
not aſhamed: to give patronage'to ſuch 
| | "& 4 againſt 
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-againſt the Church, & ſraterpiratem: ſciu. ll 
dere, and tortntthe Brotherhood , viz. of Ma; 
. Chriſtian Brethren: for all this may be [34 
vcrified in his 'excommunicating thoſe of |?! 
the Eaſt ; though he had attempted no. | 
thing againſt thoſe of Afrxea: for by | 
that:excommunication he had (in Firm. | 
las Tenſe and' yours) rent the Brother. | 
hid; | Neither: ſpeaks the ſecond part of | 
this ſentence to your: purpoſe, viz. An i 
moreover to call Cyprian a falſe Chrif, i 
and a falſe Apsſtle,and a deceitfull worker, i 
- ec For how many times may one Bifhop | 
ſpeak ſuch words againſtanother,and yet |Wr 
attempt nothing at all to ſeparate then | 
from the Church by excommunication; | 
which appears by the next following || 
words, viz. Who (Stephen) being conſcs- || 
0, that all theſe things were in himſelf, | 
he deſervedly cught to hear ſpoken of him- | © - 
ſelf, &c. Where Firmilian retorts upon | 
Srephen the very ſame Accuſations, which Þ 


he affirms = to have pronounced | 


againit St. (Cyprian: and yet neither 
you, 'nor any Modern or Ancient Au- | 
thour affirm , that Firmilian either Ex- | 
communicated, or attempted to Excom- 
municate Srephen and his. Adherents, * 
Caulk 
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j. cauſe he framed ſuch, accuſations againſt. 
f |®.him. Hence therefore appears, that you 
xe [have not proved. Stephens attempt.to 
f 'Whave Excommunicated thoſe of Africa, 
x | Wor any of them, from thoſe words of Fir-- 
y FE-lian : and yet if you proved it, you had 
{ f evinced nothingagainſtus:; who in- the 
-- charging you with this miſconceipt, de- 

[Wnied not the attempt, but the atuall. Ex-- 
communication of the - African Biſhops:-. 
Our words are - theſe, viz. T7ox miſcon-. 
ceive, that Stephen Excommunicated, in 
Iche time of 'St,Cyprian, before he-ſpake- 
thoſe words, the African Biſhops, &c. 
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C The ſixth  Miſconceipt laidopen.” | 
Qrably ; you miſconceive the. deduQi- | 
þ. on of your Argument from St. Cy- |} 
prian, and his. words in that. Councell, to-Þ 
confer any.thing to the corroborating of | 
your inſtance of Firmilian againſt our 
definition. For Firmilian was not in lll © 
the ſame ſtate of aftuall Communion bY 
with the Church , when he wrote thoſe lll > 
words, as St. Cyfriay was : nor were St, ja # 
{1prians words cited by you, thoſe which Jl 4 
were compared to Firmilians, And then | 7! 
what Argument can be brought from St, | 4 
Cyprians words by you cited , and his ex. ji ©: 
ample and proceeding, to confirm again lll 4 
ns your inſtance of Firmilian. You mult Þl 4: 
therefore as you do in effet, acknon-ÞY Us 
tedge this inſtance of Firmilian to be of Jl W: 
no force, and frame a new Argument ja Fu 
from new words of St. Cyprian, not {of 
much as pointed at by us in our anſwer, ! | C) 
which how much alſo they will prove, i af 
ſhall preſertly be ſeen. i 
| The Þ 
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».. The words which you .cite out gf'Sr. 
F*# 4-gſtin in divers places , and thoſe of 
[x St. Cyprian, we;acknowledge tobe their 
38 words, and moſt willingly ſubſcribe 26. 
the Authority of thoſe two great: Saints, 
3X and eſteem thoſe of St. Cyprian $50 
W co be full of Truth and Peace, See, Tom 
WF as St. Aguſtin did. And what 4; 1.7; 
38 advantage: ſoever.you-endea»: ;::; 1: ©! 
I vour to-deduce from them ; we will-en- 
3 deavour alſo: to. give a cleare Anſwer 
= T0 10, ET 34x * 25, I8bs 7 
FS You therefore reciting theſe: words of 
= St..Cyprien, vizs Neither doth any off 325 
| wake. himſelf | Biſhop of Biſhops, make:this 
deduction, clearly hinting: (lay you). Ste- 
8 pher the Pope, who they thought did:ſo. We 
8 deny that clearly ,- and: affirm; that you 
[FF cannot prove, that therewas any hinting 
[ac all; neither clearly';: nor bicare 10 
againſt Stephen in thems: Yourwill 5tell 
F us, that wedeny it grats. Lanſwer, that 
# wedeny notliing , but accordins to that 
rule, which-you your ſelf have choſen for 
'$ the knowledge of the: true ſenſe of St. 
3 Cyprians words , viz, St. Auguſtin, who 
$ affirms, that theſe. words rejated and 


hinted onely at St,.Cyprians own Autho- 


rity, 
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rity , as being: Primate of Afi4ca, and 
lawful Superiour tae all: thoſe Biſhops, |; 
| who were preſent-in that Councel : and | 
his intention was, ſaith St; Augaſtiv,to| 
excite them , and-free-thiem from all fear | 
of being excommunicated by him, if they Þ 
uttered any thingin the Councel contrary | 
to his and the- other Biſhops opinions in | 
the matter of: rebaptization;St. Auguſtin: Þ 
words are theſe, /ib. 3. cont: Donarzſh. ca, Þ 
3. For he(St, Cyprian) did net tye, wr 
think_ to catch the more. ſimple of hs fellim 
Biſhops - in their words, that: when thy 
ſhewed themſelves of a different- cpinim 
from. kim, he contrary to-what ke had pri- 
miſed, ſhanld; reſelve to. Fxcommunicate | 
themes neither. did kit ſay any. thing, whic | 
he bore-net :1n- ys. heart : Which ſhew | 
plainly, that thoſe words-were ſpoken | 
lincerely by:St; Cyprian, to aſſure them, Þ 
that:he would make no uſe-of his Eccle- | 
Gaſticall Authority againſt them , for de- | 
livering whatſoever-they thought true; 
even againſthim , in that Counce!l; And | 
ſure had St: Cyprian hinted againſt St Þ 
phen inthoſe.words , St. Azguſtiy-would | 
have known it, who had'much morerea- |& 
ipn to:underitand: the. meaning: of--St:. FIN 
Cyprian, Þ 
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Fyprian , then you can have. Beſide it: 
#Zwould' bave been. wholly impertinene, 
nay, ridiculons in tlioſt Biſhops, to have- 
'Wfared-any Excommunication from Ste- 
phen, incaſe any of tliem had" diſſented: 
rom St. Cyprians Opinion in tliat:-Coun+ 
ell ; for they knew well enougti , that: 
Stephen in an Epiſtle written newly be- 
ore that Councell', had'declared lumſelf- 
,oint-blank againſt St:Cyprians opinion; 
and conſequently that: Srephey would be: 
ſo far from excommunicating them for- 
diſſenting therein from St; Cyprian , that 
e would havetenderly loved them , and 
iplily praiſed them for-it; Then you- 
xoethe: next: enſuing words of St. Cy- 
ian, Viz; Whereas every Biſhop hath hw: 
oper -arbitrement- of' his own power fix the- 
awfull liberty. given to him, and may no 
ore be judged by another. Biſhop, then. he 
- [F42jndpge another. hon. 
= We anſwer,that theſe words are onely | 


. F&o-be-underſtood infuch points and caſes; . 

Fs are yet left doubtfull and: indifferent; 
Sr not fully and finally determined in the - 
© liurch : and not-in tlioſe,, which'have - 
; ilready received. a: fall- determination. . 


; {You willtel) us; that thisis ſome new iti-- 
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rity , as_ being: Primate of Afi4ca', and 
lawful Superiour te all: thoſe Biſhops, 
who were preſent-in that-Councel : and. 
bis intention was, ſaith Sv; Aguſtin, to || 
excite.them , and-free-them from all fear 
of being excommunicated by him, if they 
uttered any thing-in the Councel contrary 
to his and the- other Biſhops opinions in 
the matter of: rebaptization;St. Angnſtin: 
words are theſe, ib. 3. cont: Donatift. ea, 
3. For khe(St, Cyprian) did net ye, wr 
think_to catch the more. ſimple of hzs fellow 
Biſhops-in their words , that: when they 
ſhewed- themſelves of a different- cpiniin 
from kim, he contrary to-what ke had pri- 
miſed , ſhould; reſelve to. Excommunicate 
theme: neither. did tie ſay any. thing, which 
he bere-net:1n- ys heart : Which ſhew 
plainly, that thoſe words-were ſpoken 
ſincerely by:St; Cyprian, to aſſure them; 
that:he would make no ufe-of his -Eccle- 
Gaſticall Authority againſt them , for de- 
livering whatſoever-they thought true; 
even againſthim, in that Counce!l; And. 
ſure had St: Cyprian hinted againſt Ste- 
phen inthoſe.words , St. Axgaſtin-would 
have known it, who had'muck more rea- 
ion to-underitand: the. meaning: of:-St:. 
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{yprias ,. then you can have. Beſide. it- 
would have. been. wholly impertinene, 
nay, ridiculous in ttioſt Biſhops , to have- 
feared any Excommunication from S$te- 
phen, incaſe any of tliem had* diſſented: 
© from St. Cyprians opinionin tlat'Coun+ 
cell ; for they knew well enougti, that: 
Stephen in an Epiſtle written newly be- 
| fore that. Councell,, had'declared himſelf- 
point-blank againſt St;.Cyprians opinion, 
and conſequently that: Srephex would be: 
ſd far from excommunicating them for- 
diſſenting therein from St; Cyprian , that 
te would havetenderly lov them , and 
biglily praiſed tliem fbr- it; Then you: 
urgethe- next: enſuing words of St. Cy- 
prian, Viz: Whereas every Biſhop hath hiz- 
proper arbitrement- of ' his own power far the- 
lawfull liberty. givemto him, and may mo- 


more be judged by another Biſhop , then. he 


anguage another. | 
We anſwer,thattheſe words are onely | 
to-be-underſtood infuch points and caſes; . 
zSare yet left donbtfull and: indifferent; 
or not. fully and finally determined in the - 
tiureh : - and not-in thoſe, which have - 
already received. a: fall- determination... 
; {You willtel) us; that thisis ſome new ini«-. - . 
; ERIE. 
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vention, or quiddit of onrs , coined gf 
purpoſe ro avoid the difficulty. For ſee 
ing.he orgs aye no ſuch, limitation 
W No onion mn have we to. limit them 2 and 


we tell you, ad Anguſtinum appellaſtis, ul 
Anugnfimum ibitts, You have appealed ty 
Auſtin, to Auſtin ſhall you go. For thj 
limication, which we-give ,.,wasgiven by 
him'2200- years, ago.;'St. Auguſt. hi, 
explicating theſe words of St. :Cypria, 
Nec poſſit alrum Juaicare.z. &Cc.. faith thus, 
Opinor utique in his quaſtionibus, que nm. 
dum eliquatiſſima perſpettione diſcuſ, 
ſunt : nouerat enim 'quants- Sacrament 
profunditatem tung omnis Eccleſia. vari 
diſputatione werſabat, liberumque faciehu 
querendi arbitrium,. ut examinata veritl 
panderetur. I am of opinion, ſaith St, Au. 
guſtin , . that thoſe words of St, Cyprian, 
* (viz. that. no Biſhop can judge another, 
or be judged by him, &c.) are, tobe uw 
derſtoed in thoſe queſtions , which were mt 
diſcuſſed with .a moſt clear perſpicuity. 
For he (St, Cyprian) knew , with how v4 
ring. a diſputation every Church agitated 
the depth of. ſo great a myſtery, or obſcuts 
| oY . and gave free bberty of oy , that 
whe truth being examined might be mad 
OOO ananifeh, 


- 
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N ELD \then at. this pre- 
BRO Do ah Lg 
union ap and charity, t.chey pleaſe, in 
matters not: yet determined, nor forbid- 
den to be diſpn red. And the like expoſi- 
tion isto be, for the ſame reaſon, ex- 
tended to.t ce ſnipg words of St. Cypri- 
41, Where he faith,, .7 hat Zijbops ure to 
render an acconnt only to.0fr Savienr. wh 
onely hath power to, judge of their aftins.. 
For otherwiſe, if onelyour Saviour had: 
Poner to judge themin 18NY. thing what- 
loever hey id or taught, the pawer of 
Arr oyer Biſhops "of Metropoli- 
MY over FR Song =, Priniates over- 
Metrapolicanes, of Patriarchs. over Pri- 
mates, andof a generall Conncell over 
them all {all which yqu acknowledge)and 
con equently . the whole Hierarchy, Or- 
der, and Di (cipline of the Church Tone 
Wbcoverthrown; 
= Nextyou deſecnd to another excuſe of ; 
2 Miſe ReiPE 6 charged, by, vs upon you, 
abour..theſe 'wards,. Epiſcapms E  piſcope; 
24m , AC... pf aig bySt. Cypriaz in the- 
Ree of Carthage. You, affirming, 
we denying , that they -were: gg 


| 
; 
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of Stephex. That the nature and true 
tate of' thiscontroverſie' betwixt us may 

be rightly underſtood, its to be remem- 
bred, that in tliefitft anſwer rendered by | 
us to Firmilians caſe, we ſaid , that Saint 4 
Cyprian tad uttered certain words again ih 
Stephen, wherein St. Auguſtin affirmed: 
that'St. Cyprian did: pati __ haumay, 

ie. ſome humane paſſion of anger and 


indignation. againſt Srephes. To dif: 
prove this., you alledge many places of 
St, Auguſtin, wherein he praiſes St. Cy 
prian for his ſpirit of peace and unity; 
and” particularly this place now in-cor- 


troverſie, To this we anſwer, that theſe 
words were neither the. words which we 
Pointedat, (which were thoſe in his Epi. 
file to Powpeires, and againit:which Saint 
 Anguſtinexcepts , as reliſhing of  hman: 
paſſion, and endangering a pernicious diſ- 
ſenfion, as we have already proved) nor 
ſpoken, or meant by St. Cypriay againft 
Stephen. Sothat hence it appears, that 
the immediate- controverſie betwixt us 
was, whether St: Anguſtin (whom you {ip 
tad takenfor ry _ prot St. Cy 
prians meaning), thougfit, thae- St: Cy- I 
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and judging, that he ſpake them againſt 
him, did notwithſtanding praiſetlien , as 
full of peace, unity, and charity: for 
[unleſſe this were ſo, your proof from St. 
L4ugsftins authority, to prove that the 
words of St. Cyprian againſt Stephen, 
ike to thoſe of Firmilian cited by you, 
vere praiſe-wortliy , and of Authority, 
which we had denied)' had'been of no 
orce at all, For whatfoever iy re was 
pf S. Cyprians meaning in thoſe words, 
f St. Auguſtin thought they were not 
neant by $t. on againſt Srephey, 
ben he thus praiſed them , you can ne- 
Wer evince from St. Aupgntims piving 
raiſe and authority to , liat the 
Words which St. Cyprian ſpake againſt 
rephen, like thoſe of Firmiliay, are real- 
y of Authority ; and conſequently Fir. 
ilians like words preſſed for your defini- 
on againſt us : the reaſon ts, becauſe 
bat if St. Augeſtiy , either had no aQtu- 
{Wilthoughe , or knowledge , that theſe 
{Fordsof St. Cyprian were ſpoken againſt 
[Ptepher, or had an aQtuall judgement, 
ey were not meant againſt him , he can 
ever be prudently thought to authorize, 
rallow of words ſpoken againſt _ 
phen 
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- -phes by his praiſing: or.allowing then, wiſe: 
Lecingiherefare we have already prove ib, 
(and you. allo grant our proof.to be «fſſſexce; 
force). that . St. Auguſtin . judged thafſWWagair 
_ thoſe words were' meant of St.Cypria, Walſo,! 
by reafon of bis Primacie over Afric;Woaigf 
'and never. infinuats; that they , werehigh|) 
meatx;by him: againſt; Stepher,..we bacfand- - 
ſufhc;iently manifeſted; that St. 4g»ſiMacco 
had 130 thought. (as far as can be colled.Þpr;,, 
ed fr.om” his works, .or prudently. up.hf 4; 
led.) that thoſe words were intenllſlear) 
y. Sc Cyprian, againſt Stephey ; allfprove 
your, ſtriving, co intirm our ol er ket 
drawn fr. >: St, Aguxſtins.underſtandogMpoker 
them of St.. Cyprian, by. faying , Thfifhiliat 
that hinder. s ot their being alſo underſtulound: 

ainFt Ste phen, for they may heuunderjoifour p 
Fhath is1, afufficient to. abaterhe toreWpon..: 
of our .Arz,z2ument. .. .For. the. queſtion iFoure 
not now, \ hat ſenſe they may have argeh 
ſolutely. in themſelves, but what ſenlWr fro: 
St. Auguſtin judged they had. Now ay St. 
it neverappea rs, that he judged they hſothin 
both theſe ſenſes , 1o,jt is clearly colleA{#bich 
from him, that. Se, Auguſtin judged, thyWing y 
had not. bet of them,” but were one\Mins a 
underſigod of St. Cypriay. For otheFim , 

| wil 
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wiſe it:is;prudently,, if not:neceſſarily-to 
be, ſuppoled,. that, ſeeing bo Areas 
excepred ,;againſt,, other words. 1poken 
againſt Srepben by St. Cyprian, he would 
a/ſo,have. made the ſame exception. a- 
painſt; theſe; at leali. he would, ot. ſo 
vighly haye praiſed them, as Full of peace 
nd / -hymility ; feeing. there: bad. been 
according- to his judgement-of St..Cy- 
rians words againſt Stephen) ſome ſeeds 
f difſenticn. 1y they. Hence rherefore 
learly.:. appears.,-i that-!yau- haye., not 
rxoved from St. Angaſtin, (as younnder- = 
aket0;proye);that words of 'St. Cyprian 
ken agair.it:Stephen, like thoſe of Fix= 
hay, are of lufficient- Authority to 
und a ſolid Argur 

our. preſent. Milce 


im, that he thought they were ſpoken 
| againſt 
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againſt Stephen , and. yer praiſed then, 
and this we defire may be done in you 
next Anſwer. Yet becauſe this difficult 


i be preſſed independently of Sr. 4 


»ſtins Authority upon ſome other oc, 
bom: we will (though not of preſent 6 
ligation, yet by way of prevention, «az 
mine thoſe words abſolutely in then: 


T 


ſelves, -and fatisfie what you alledpeiw|& 


your interpretation of them, 


- You firftcite certain words out of i 


Cyprians Epiſtle to Pompeizer , cited be 
fore by you, and here recited with u 
&c. all which ſhew nothing bur thee: 
rour of St. Cypriay, and the truth of St. 


phens DoErinein the matter of Rebapiſ* 


zation, viz. as you cite them at lengt, 
B. 11, Doth he (Stephen) give honw'! 


Baptifme ? that is, who allows Maron 
Baptiſme to be good and valid, andniM 


to be reiterated : and you might haved 


ted the next words following , Give: ii. 


honour to God, who not holding the Un 


and Truth coming from the Divine LW 


vindicates an Hereſie againſt the Char! 


7. e, who affirmes , that the Baptiſm 


Heretiques , whoare againſt the Churdl 


| 
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s-true Baptiſme-: -And the next that fol. 


OW, Gives he honour to God, who judges 
at remiſſion of fins may be givenby , or. 


Emongft-thaſe , who blaſpheme God ? And 


ele, Gives he honour to God, who thinks 
bat the friends of Heritiques, ayd the ence. 
ves of Chriſt bold the truth of Chriſt, and 

e Unity of the (thurch? that is, have 


rue Baptiſme, and one. and. the ſame 
aptiſme: with, the Church... And;then- 
fter your! &-c. and flipping-over all 
Hheſe | interrogatories.,/ which plainly 


2w, that St. (yprian reprehends Sre- 
{ex for: oppugning Rebaptization and 
athingelſe, you cite theſe words, which 
mo ſay ſomething like to-a-proot af 
pur interpretation of Saint: (yprianc. 
rds; viz. Doth he give honour toGod, who 
ing a friend of Heretiques, and an enemy 
Chriſtians, doth think, that the Prieſts 
'Ged ( the Biſhops) which maintain the 
uth of Chriſt, and Vuity of the Church, 


Would be abſtained ? (or kept from the 


Ommunion of : the Church?) Which 
'ords are quite different from whac T 
nde in this Epiſtle to Pompeixs,, and. 


x hich 1,now laſt cited in Engliſh, :in'the.: 


lition of Erg/mus, Printed at Baf!, 
An 
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Anno 1558-pag.' 230; which have no-| 
thing at all 'of Prieſts; or B1ſbops, 'being 
abſtained << fo that, though we doubt not 
of::your having: read+-as you-* cite it, 
(which -notwirhſtazding' for fuller fatiſ. 
faction of the Audicon, ie were fit.co he 
noted by you, in what Editioo.and Page 
you findetthem) yerat the leaſtiit make 
the-'cication--doubtfulf; and: fo. of ny 
ſucficient-Authority-roi found: an Argu. 
ment -becauſe}ir is -quite: otherwiſe in 
other 'Copies:"” Yet even the: words 3 
you cite them to your . moſt advanrage,: 
they: make-veryſlenderly for you. For 
Saint "Cyprian 'there- manifeſtly - defends 
Rebaprtization to: be:a- Chailtian truth; 
and..declares:it toi beicontrary to: God! 
honour to Excommunicate any for hold-' 
ing- that. docrine, -and therein con- 
demns not onely S:epher, but the whol 
Oeccumenicatl -Councell of - Nice; who 
Anathemartized 'all thoſe as: Heretique, 
who defended it ,: as we have ſaidabove. 
Neither can you anſwer, that when Saint 
Cyprian wrote -theſe' words, 'the- truth 


was notſo fully. known, as it was after IP! y 


his: deach';; apd before the Councell:of FO 
Nice was 'celebrated;” For St; Cyprimn- 
| ſpeaks 
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peaks here of the truth 'of the DoErine 
as hethoughr) of Rebaprtization, who 
hen made no queſtion at all of 'the'truth 
f it; nor eſteemed it doubtful or uncer- 
ain,and judged it abſolutely contrary to 
hriſtian truch and Gods honour, to ex- 
ommunicate any one for holding” it. 
ut you will reply , that though St. Cy- 
ian errediin'this, [yetir ſhews, that the 
thet 'words; 'Epiſcopus 'Epiſtoruns, 8c. 
erealſo-hinting againſt 'Stephey. 'I an-" 
wer, that if you grant, that St, Cypriar 
roceeded erroneouſly in that hinting 
ainſt 'S}ephez , as he did in the former 
tence , whoſe cauſe I pray you will be'! 
are by that” hinting, yours -or 'ours ? ' 
arther, though from this uncertainty of 
t Cyprians words might be drawn, that 
is poſſible , that St. Cypriaz binted ar 
W:ephen in theſe words' Epiſcopns Epiſce- 
{er#m, 8c yet that helps you nothing ; 
Wo, though-it followed thenee, rhatthere.- 
'$ ſome likelihood of it. For either 
{ou muſt ' prove}, that it is neceſſary- to. 
1 Wnderſtand his words in that your ſenſe, 
; @r you conecltide nothing at all againſt us.” 
{Wor we have-ftill our hberty to anſwer, 
; Piilthatbe proved, that theſe words - ; 
1 þ ot, 


$28 The fixth Miſconceipt diſcovered. 
St. Cyprias may be alſo underſiood 
otherwiſe, as St. Aguſtin and we under. 
ſtand them. 2h 

Your citing Firmilians words againſt 
Stephen will provelittle, for it is not cer. 
tain,that thoſe words were written or re- 
ceived when S.Cyprian ſpake thoſe words 
inthe Conncell, and it belongs to you ts 
proveit. - The Title of Epiſcopus Epi: 
coporum, Biſhop of Biſhops , which you 
arge to infer your interpretation, we w.l 
preſently examine :. we now onely de- 
mand, that if that were the Title ot the 
Biſhop of | Rye in thoſe primitive and 
pure times, cither it was his j«ft ricle, and 
then you condemn St. Cyprian for con. i 
demning Stephenin che making uſe of it, i : 
-and fo take away all Authority fron c 
thoſe his words, becauſe in this ſuppoſiti- a 
onthey are falſe and injurious to Srepher, i y 
in infringing his lawfull Title and Autho-J ni 
rity, asif it were uſurpation and tyranny: Wag 
or it was a #1juft, and undue. Title, al- 
ſumed by the Biſhops of Rome out offic 
pride and arrogance, which were veryſſſto: 
hard an1 uncharitable to affirm of ſo ma-fnc 
ny holy Biſhops, and Martyrs, who from 
Zepherine Fope , and before him aſſumelſj 
it, 
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it, (if yohrallegation from Terrullian be 
r. | of force;) and withall improbable , that 
ſo many other holy perſons ſhould in 
nt thoſe times frequently (as Baronizs af- 
er. firms) have given him that Title, as. due 
re- | to the dignity of his See,if it had not been 
6 duero him. What therefore can accrue 
to either to your cauſe, or your ſelves, ſave 
vi. diſadvantage, if this Titke 'of Epife:p:s 
you ſl Epiſceporum were in thoſe times the 
w.l 8 known Title of the Biſhop of Rowe. 
de Thus you deſcend to borrow the laſt 
the ſupport for your interpretation; from the 
al Authority 'of - Baronius , who interprets 
anl = thoſe words, Epiſcopunm E Piſcoprrum,to be 
con-ſ-by St. Cypr5an tacitely meant of Stephen: 
fit Wand think, that you have quite over- 
from I thrown our cauſe by producing ſo grave 
ofiti-N an Authour , and famous Hittorian tor 
phen, | your interpretation. And indeed had we 
no ſupport, ſave our own aſſertion, 
; againft ſo grave an Authour, it would 
-Yiave proved no ſmail diſparagement to 
Qurinterpretation: but you may pleaſe 
to take notice, that in a Counter-balance 
have a double Authority,each of them 
 fromPſof equall poize to yours , againſt your 
fumedPingle one; to wit, the two moſt eminent 
it, A a Car- 
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Cardinalls, and no leſs eminent Hiſtori- 
ans and Controvertiſts , . Be/larmin and 
Percn; who both deny, that theſe words 
of St. Cyprian were hinting againſt Sze. 
phen. -Bellarmin. libr. 2, de: Rom, Pontif, 
cap. 16. Paragraph ad ſecundum, ayes 
thus, Ad ſecundum aico, Cyprianum, cum 
ait neminem ſe facere Epiſcepum Epiſce- 
Por um, loqui ae 145, qui in Concilio llo Car- 
thagenenſi crant, nec includi inea ſententia 
Romavum Pontificem. T anſwer , ſayes 
Bellarmin, to the ſecond (objeRion) that 
when $t. Cyprian ſayes, that none makes 
himſelf Biſhop of Biſhops , he ſpeaks of 
thoſe who were in that Councell of Car- 
thage, and that the Biſhep of Rome 7z xt 
included 1n that ſentence. And Cardinall 
Peron, in the Engliſh Tranſlation , in his 
reply to King 7ames,Book 3.cha.3.p. 236, 
fayes thus of the ſaid words of St. Cypriſ ; 
au, We anſwer, that he-ſpeaks there onthÞll d 
of. the Biſhips of Atrica,to whom-he girefts of 
hes (peech, and whoms he exhorts to tell their Bi 
opinion freely in the Ceuncell , without bi wi 
ing held back by the reſveF of the Authith 
rity, that as Primate of Aﬀrica he had ova y 
them, Thus he; who by reaſon of thre, 
emirency of tus learning in Hiſtory anJug 
| Controverlie 
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Controverſie,cannot prudently be ſuppo- 
ſed tohave beer igtiorant of the contrary 
opinion.of' Barris, Seeing therefore 
this' Learned- Cardinall ,-after a farcher 
examination of the ſaid words, ventures 
to contradiQt Baronizrs,why was it unlaw- . 


| full/for us to follow. Peron aginſt him > 


eſpecially ſeeing- we-have St. -Anguſtir 
ſo-.confonant to our interpretation, as we 
havealready proved. | 

Bur you will anſwer , that you urge 
not the bare Authority, but the reaſon of 


| Baronizs alſo, which ſeems to evince the 


truth of your interpretation. For ſeeing 
(as Baronius affirmes) that Biſhop of Bi- 
ſhops Was the common title of the Bi- 
ſhops of Rome, whom can St. Cyprian 
probably be thought to point ar, ſaying, 
(Neque enim quiſqTuam mſtrum. ſe Epiſco- 
pum Epiſcoporum conFtituit, , For neither 
doth- any of us conſtitute himſelf Bop 
of Biſhops } ſave Stephen Biſhop of Rome? 
But as we overſwayed inthe former, fo 
willwe now at leaſt counterpoiſe the Au- 
thority of Baronizs, For Bellarmin, 
who br. 2. de Rom. Pont. cap. 31 num. 1. 
reckons up all the Titles anciently , and 
uſually given to the Biſhop of Rowe, 

[| Aa2 makes 
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makes no mention of this amongſt them... 


Neither indeed concludes the reaſon of 
Baronius, that this was his Title, or .al- 
ſumed- by the Bifhops as ſuch, becauſe 
Tertullian in his Book dePudiciria affirms 
not, that it was his uſuall Title , or that 
thoſe words, Epiſcopus Epiſcoporum. was 
prefixed to his decree, but by way of 1r0- 
zie, Or jear, gives it him. For he tiles 
him alſo in the ſame place and manner, 
as Baronius acknowledges, Boyns Paſtor, 
and Beneditss Papa ; and yet thoſe pre- 
ciſe words were not his Titles : neither 
would any of thoſe holy. and humble 
Martyr-Popes haveaſſumed them : and 
though in ſome-other. private Authours 
chis or other the like honourable appella- 
tions might baye been given to the Ro- 
man Biſhops , yet that concludes nor, 
that it was their known Title, or that 
they aſſurzed it to themſelves. If there- 
fore you will evince, that none but Ste- 
phen could be pointed at by this ſaying of 
'£8. Cyprian, becauſe it is the proper Title 
ot he Roman Biſhop, you muſt either 
' prove that the Biſhops of Rome (and 
-* particularly Srephen) aſſumed this Title, 
and preaxed ir in their letters ; or that i 
was 
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was given them in ſome genera), or partt- 
cular Councell., -or by ſome of the holy 
Fathers, or by ſome Heathen Hiſtorians; 
who todk notice of it, as being uſually 
attributed co them by Chriſtians, and 
not a bare appellation, or honourable ex: 
preſlion given them, or pronounged of 
them by parcicular- perſons. Now Ba- 
ronins., (at Jeaſt as he is. epitomized by 
Spondanus ) bringing no-other authority, 
fave the Ironie' of / &tul/ian , then be- 
come a Montaniſt, and the Aqts of Sr. 
Sebaſtians Martyrdome, to prove this to 
be his Title, ſeems not to- give. ſufficient 
proof againſt Belarmy, thatthiswas the. 
Title aſſumed by” the Roman Biſhop : 
neither will your aſſerting it (upon Fa- 
ronius bis authority ahd reaſons) be con- 
viticing ,' that 'thofe words; 'B:/bop of 'Bi- | 
ſhops; muſt neceſſarily point at Stephen the 
Pope, as being a title aſſumed by him and 
bis Predeceſſours. | 
As to your aſſerting; with Zarorizs, 
that thoſe words, Aut tyrannico terrore ad 
obſequtyd; neceſſitatem collegas ſues aaigit, 
bave a' neceſſary relation to. Pope Sre- 
phens threat of excommunicating thoſe 
who-held-contrary to him inthe point of 
Aa 3 Re- 
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Rebaptization, we anſwer , that no {ach 
relation is neceſſary; becauſe thoſe words 
have a full and compleat ſenſe; þeing re- 
lated onely to the Authority of St. Cypro- 
an , as Primate over the other Biſhops 
there preſent, - as. St.. Anugaſiiny relates 
them, But then. you demand, Where 
' ſaith $1. Auguſtin, that they related: onely 
ro Sr. Cyprian, and his. promiſe of not ex- 
communicatins,. &c. or where hath he any 
word, or words equivalent. to that exclu- 
five ? We: have anſwered this already , 
that had St, Angyftin pudged , as you do, 
chat St. CyprianhadJronized againt Ste. 
phen in thele words, he would never bave 

raiſed them- for being full of peace and 

maryy as he did here; (unlefſe'you 
would have him to praiſe and approve Þ 
m one place, what be diſproyes:in an- Þ 
other) but have excepted againſt them, as Þ « 
containing ſeeds of diſſention, and ſpoken | + 
of them, with ſome kind of indignation, as | « 
we: have proved he did of thoſe in his 
Epiſtle to Pompeins, written againſt Ste- | © 
phen. For how could he conceive , that I c: 
che. accuſing. Stephen to afſume. a Title | 4 
not due. to him , and injurious to all g 
the Biſhops of the Church , (which not- | þ 
| withſtanding 
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withſtanding , according .to, you, had 
been aſſumed ever ſince, and before the 
time of 7ertullian and Zepherine, by his _ 
Predecefſours) and tbat he behaved him- 

ſelf tyrannically in chat aſſumed dignity, 
ſhould not be exceedingly diſpleaſing to + 
Stephen, and (ubje to breed no lefle a 


_ pernicious diffention betwixt them, then 


the other words of his Epiſtle, againſt 


| which St. Argrſtin excepts ? Seeing 
| therefore here he praiſes theſe , and there 


excepts againſt the like words , had thefe 
been underſtood by him to point and 
taunt at ,Srephey, we ſatisfie fully , that 
both here and elfewhere,he hath not one- 


d | lya word or words , (which you ſay, we 
| have-yot, nor we cannot ſhew ) but whole 


fentences, which convince, . that theſe 


| words (in St. #ugafti4s jadgement) were 
| onely related to St. Cypriazs authority, 
| Þ and promiſe, and not at all meant by $:, 
| Cyprian againſt Stephes. 


And here youfa!l ſhort, when you ac- 
cuſe us of ſhorrneſſe of diſcourſe, in dedr» 
cing a negative, or excluſive from a baie- 
affirmative, as if we had ſaid thus, St. Au- 
gſtin affirms, that theſe words of St. Cy- 
Prian were meant of St, Cyprian, there- 
Aa 4 fore . 


_— 
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fore he ſayes, they were meant, of Saint 
Cyprian cnely, or not of Stephen alſo. 
For our diſcourſe is- this, St. Azgaſtin, || 
who praiſes theſe words here for peace 
and humility, ſaying they were meant of 
S&. C "7prian, muſt be underſtood to ſay, 
they were meant of St..Cyprian cxely, and 
not of Stephen , becauſe had he-judged, 
that they had been meant againſt re. 
phen, be could not have ſo praiſed.them, | 
without being contrary to. himſelf , and 
to what be ſayes in another place. And 
to this we require a punual.anſwer. 

If therfore it cannot be ſaid, that St. 
Auguſtin ever judged or thought, that 
theſe wards. were intended againſt Sre- 
phen , (nay judged the quite contrary, 
that they were not)our inference(againft 
which you-except) will be in force, 2, 
Ard ſure if St,0C yprian had hinted agai»ft 
Stephen in thoſe words, St. Auguſtin would 
have kncwn it : and we adde in our An- 
ſwer.to.B.5. who had much more reaſon 
t2 underſiand the meaning of St. Cyprian, 
then you can have, | 

We know not well , what.to make of 
your enſuing diſcourſe about St. Cyprian 
and St, Axgnſtiv, cited to prove, That 

| an 
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an Inferiour may ſometimes. lawfully 
and laudably finde fault with the: faulty 
» [8 proceedings of his - Superiour-, even 
e W though” he were the chiefeſt Biſhop ; 
i which' they confirm by St..Palr:repre- 
', | hending''St, Peter for compelling ''the 
| Chriſtians to Judaize, &c. and St,” Pe- 
| rers taking -itpatiently'; -nnleſs - you 
| would either prove thence, that it isalſo 
| lawfull for an-inferiour , evento accuſe 
his ſyperiour of ufurpation and aſſumpti- 
on of falſe andunjuſt' riclesand dignities, 
- Þf and to: affirm; that he playes the Tyrant 
Qt WF in them: (as you muſt make St. Cyprian 
at to have faid of Srepher, if your ſenſe of 
re- WF his words 'betree ; ) and that it were in- 
'Y, | folency and arrogancie in that Superiour . 
nt © to defend himſelf, and vindicate his Au- 
2. | thority thus injured "by | his ſubject 
"ft | which inference, how ſhort it falls, we 
vid  lave-to any indifferent judgement : or 
\n- I you muſt-infer from thence, that Saint 
ſou Cyprian denyed St. Peter to be the: Supe-- 
an, I riour of St. Pax, or to: have any: jurit- - 

dition: over him , becauſe . he (and St. 
| of | 4uguftin with him) fay, that St. -Perer 
14 | did not indicate himſelf , nor aſſume any 
thing inſolently and arrogantly, as to ſay, , 
6 _| 4a 5, 


T hat. : 
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T hat be held the Primacy, and ought ra- 
ther to be cbeyed by thoſe, wha were pewly 
and later called, 8&c.-as though-a lawfull 
Superiour,, when he is juſtly and' duely 
- taxed by a ſubject. may nog. carry. him- 
ſelfinſolently. and arrogantly., in boaſt. 
ing and glorying in that.Dignity and 
Power , which he hath over- the other , 
and fo make his Authority (though: law- 
full in it ſelfe) @ cloke-fax his malice, 
and a bait for his pride. Hence there 
fore it is manifeſt, that you haye' neither | 
proved (what you pretended, that either F 
Stephen, lawfull Succeſſour to St. Peter, 
was not alſo lawfult-Superiour-of St. Cy- 
prian, nor that St, Cyprian might as law- 
fully accuſe. Stephen of taking a. falſe | 
title and dignity upon him, and carrying | 
himſelf tyrannically,(and according. to | 
you , ſchiſmatically) in it, as St. Pqal 
might admoniſh St. Peter of a particular 
defet , or - errour,. (whereqf;| he was 
Suilty) which touched not -at. all the | 
Dignity and Primacy of him and his See: |f ! 
nor that Srephey might not lawfully-have | 
vindicated himſelf, in the defence of his | 


Dignity ,. (which was no- faulc in. him) If fro 


becauſe St. Peer Cid. not. vindicate bios 
| | felt | 
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ſelf, in that wherein he was faulty, 

As to your refutation of our ſecond 
Reaſon, you really miſconceive us, when 
you ſay, that we urge #poy your words 
ſomething, that were impertinent and ridi- 
calous. For we neither imputed, nor in-- 
tended to impute any ſuch matter tor 
your words, or you, bnt we imputed 
that to thoſe-Biſhopsin the Councelk;if 
I} they had feared to be excommunicated 
, I by Stephen for (iding with him : For we - 
r 8 ſay, Jt would have been impertment, nay, 
r | rHaiculows in thoſe Biſhops , to have feared 

| Excommunication, &c. and that notup- 
- |} onany inference from your words, but - 

| from a conſequence drawn from the pre- - 


ſe | cedent interpretation of St. Augaſtin ; - 
s If and by this we ſhew alſo the inſufficiency 
to IN of your refutation of this our Reaſon... 
al I For we preſt it not abſolutely and inde- 
ar || pendently.(in which ſenſe onely you take - 


he | pendenceand reference to the-precedent ; 
e: ||| interpretation of St. Argaſtin; who ha- 


| ving faid , that- St. Cyprian ipake thoſe : 
words, to free the Biſhops there preſent | 

m) 0 from all fear of Excommunication gn ſpeak- 

im If 57g. freely their. mindes, even againſt him : 


which *: 


74s | it and proceed againſt it) but with a'de- - 
| 
| 
| 
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which we then ſuppoſing, (and now have- 
proved) to have been the totall-and en- 
tire motive, why St.Cyprian uttered thoſe 
words ; we thence.deduced . as a ſecond. 
Reaſon, that they-could. not be under- 
derſtood prudently, to have feared in this. 
any Excommunication from Srephen, If- 
therefore you will efteRually confute this 
our Reaſon, you mult-prove , that-St.. 
Cyprian ſpoke theſe words with ſome 
other intention , then to free thoſe Bi- 
ſtops from all fear of Excommunication,. 
for ſpeaking againſt-his opinion in-mat- 
ter-of Rebaptization: and not take our. 
Reaſon quite otherwiſe., then we put it, 


and then refute..rather you .owne , then- 


Cars. 


You preſs us exceedingly to ſhew ſome. 
Authour, who..ſayes:, thac thoſe of the. 
Eaſt were peremprory-ift the-defence of- 


Rebaptization againſt Srephey: And yer. 


we think, that you would have much: 
ado to. finde Authours to ſay , of many. 
hundreds that have .been excommunica- 
ted, that they. were peremptory before. in- 
the Cefence of their errours. Authours 
ſer down uſyally. the ſubſtance of the. 
«Ction , but deicend not to mention eve-- 


iy 
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ry particular circumſtance. It is-faid-by 
Dicnyſius 1 Euſebins abovecited, that. 
Stephen abſtracted his Communion from 
chem, becauſe they baptized Heretiques. 
Now: whoſoever conſiders,that Srephen,as 
Lirinenfis teſtifies of him, was a hcly azd 
prudent man, and as St, Augnſtin,above ci- 
ted,affirms of him, that even whilſthe was 
reſolved to excommunicate” Rebaprizers, 
vicitcharitas. in corde cjus , that-charity 
was'ViRorions in- his heart-; may eaſily 
colle&t, that he would not-excommiunt- 
cate any one, who wasready to corre&t 
his fault, and who defended his errour 
without all obfinacy and per tinacy. Again 
whoſoever reads attentively the Jetter of - 
Firmilian to St, Cyprian, will eaſily ga - 
ther | that ir-proceeded from a ſpirit poſ- 
ſeſfed with a height-of -contempr and dif. 
dain againſt Srepher, not onely for ex- 
communicating them, but alſo for oppo- 
ing them-in the point of Rebaptization, 
and-conſequently that he , the leader of 
all the-reſt, and they probably by his ex- 


:mple were peremptory. Thirdly, Sze- 
Wh» being ſo holy, prudent, and charita- 
. ſble-a Pope,as we have declared, he-would 
. [revert -have-proceeded fo barſhly- witty 


their - 
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their Legates, (whigh I bave. ſhewed 
more probzbly to have been: ſent from 
thoſe of the Eaſt) if thoſe, who ſent of 
them, and they had addreſſed-themſelve; W ſpe 
to him in a peacefull and. ſubmiſſive, 8 tio 
andnotina proudand peremptory man. W wit 
rs. _-; ; | bet 

As concerning\this Queſtion remain- do! 
ing not fally determined, (and ſo., that W tio! 
it was free for every Biſhop to hold and Wforc 
_—_ what he pleaſed; within his own Wter: 

ioceſſe , and without any one to have WCor 
power to reſtrain him, or judge him for Wu 
it) ſeeing there was no.general| Councell Wont 
aſſembled till ſong after St. Cyprian Wruft, 
time, and yet: many were both-condem- 
ned for Heretiques and Sehiſmatiques ini 
and before his time , and accounted ſuch 
through the whole Church , for other- 
' wiſe this cuſtome of Rebaptizing thenſ|the x 
could. not have been. treated in thok 
times : it is manifeſt, that before any ge-[For y 
nerall Councel was celebrated , there was{Quet 
ſome determinate efficacious . means to 
know , what was Orthodox , and whatth, 
was Hereticall, Now this muſt-either}jy 
have been the univerſall ancient cuſtome, 8 th 
conſent, and tradition of the Chriſtianſam,e 
+... == world, -: 


4 4 h 
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world, orthe definition of the Biſhop of 
Rome, or the minde of the lawful Biſhops 
of the: Catholique Church delivered re- 
ſpecively.in. different Provinces and Na- 
tions, by Nationall Councels. (ax otber-. 
wiſe). and; agreeing all ragerher. Now 

before the Councell of N:ce all this was. 
done in this practice of Non-rebaptiza- 

tion, as we have *already proved,” Theres 

fore though the laſt Complement.of Der 

Wtermination was not-giverby a Generall - 
WCounce!l, yet there was d&ermination 
Wiufficient to render thoſe Heretiqucs,who - 
| Mcontradicted.it. When therefore St. 4«- 

; Muffin ſpeaks of this laſt determination by 
- a Genezal Councel, he.ſpeaks net of it, as . 
n Win all caſes: neceſſary; to-give a ſufficient 
determination to - Points. and Practices in 
-MReligion, but as the laſt and fulleſt of all 
n\ſthe reſt, and which ultimately- renders. 
{thoſe , who  hold' againſt is; inexculable. 
- For we have ſeen , that even whileſt-this 
5 Queſtion was neither. thus defined;;: nou 

ofthe ſpeculative truth of ir found out, yer - 
ative ſole cuſtome of*- the Chriſtian: warxld- 
er iras-fufficient bothto eſtabliſh Chriftians 

1c, the belief of it, and-to preſerve them . 
anfſom.the force of all: thenovelbReaſons, 
dll -:: 55: which 
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which were preſſed againſt it.” Ne»dun I 
autem fattum erat (plenarium Concilinm) i "© 
ſed conſuetudin robore tenebatur orbes ter. iſ a 
rarum :. &hec fola opponebatur inducer: th 
volentibus novitatem; queia non poterant at- ai 
prehendebe veritatem. © Tt” (a General| thi 
*Councel) was not yet celebrated , but ſan 
« the world was held up , 'or kept toge- (Wb 
< ther, by the ſtrength of Cuſtome; which Þ! !s 
« alone was oppoſed to thoſe; who Rrow YPou 
*"r6 bring in Novelty; becanſe they were (ſbi 
*.not able toappretiend the-Truth: Thus IP": - 
St. Augnſtin, now cited. Whence moſt Wo 
evidently appears: a large: difparity be- Fm! 
twixt the caſe of Srephe and St -Cypri.n, At * 
#1 excommunicating thoſe; who-oppoſed Pod 
their perſwaſion,” For though ;' St.-4-F'0ul 
g»ſtin ay , that this - Queſtion was nozÞut>! 
then determined ; and that the Biſhops ($920 
arenot to be judged and condemned by! ſu 
other Biſhops . even their lawfull ſupert ho 1 
ours; in Queſtions not determined, yet! C1 
unleſſe we make him- contradi& himſelf, ſoccau 
we muſt underſtand this holy Doctor t0 here 
mean. this, either when there be-onelyF*com 
diſputable and- probable Argutrents onſf necet 
both ſides, or that"the Pract cet ſelf io, £1 
particula or doubttull; or that-the ipeFition 
= FP”, . - "ann 
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culative. difficulties even. againſt the uni- 
verſall praQice , ſeem to ſome ſo clear 
and unanſwerable ,. that they perſwade 
them to call the lawfulneſſe of that Pra- 
Rice into queſtion, and. induce them-to 
think, that it is crept in by corruption, 
and.not derived; from the Apoſtles: and 
whileſt they thus queſtion. the, Practice, 
it is not. definitively declared and pra- 
Epounded to be an  Apoftolicall Practice; 
{which was the preſent caſe of St, Cyprian. 
Wt. Angsftin, we ſay , is to beunderi:ood 
Wa theſe caſes, that: hoſe who ſhould ex- 

ommunicate thoſe Biſhops, who detend 
at ancient univerſall Practice, andthe 
{{Pocrine whereupon it is; grounded, 
. Would proceed tyrannically and unjuſtly: 
out St.: 42g ft 315 not by any means; nor 
es Fannot be underſtood:to ſpeak of a law- 
v0! ſuperior power to all other Biſhops, 
$10 undoubtedly efteeming that univer. 
||| Cuſtome , or Practice, Apoſtolical!, 
f bccauſe no time or place can be deſigned 
offficre it begun) uſes all means, even of 
ly xcommunication it ſelf, when he judges 
off neceſſary, to preſcrve that Cuſtome en- 
ire; till a more full examination and de- 
nition be:made aþout it. For otherwiſe 


VS every 
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every particular Bifhop- might at hi 
pleafore, upon certain” pretended dif. WF 

culties , 'call an 'tniverfall cuſtome of «1 
the vifible'Chnrch ; not defined in | 
generall Councell, into -queſtion , ani 
proceed in praQtice contrary to it, an(W5wm 
there were no- me#ns to reſtrain him, WH. 
till che matcer were brought to a peri? 
neral Councel: and then: , for the hriMWre4; 
300. years, before any ſuch Councel 
was gathered,or could be gathered, ever 
Biſhop had the ſaid freedom , and then 
was no way to corre& him : and St, 4 
g2fin teaching and defending the forajſh 
of that univerſal -cuſtome, defends alk 
Stephens proceeding in defending i 
And Vorcentins Linimenſis-oap. vg. ſpeaking 
of the firſt violation of this cuſtome, ſaye 
thus, Quondam igitnr venerabvitis mempving 
ie Aprippinas, Carthaginenſis Epsſcopulieall 
primns omnium mortalium, contra aivint on 
Canonem, contra univerſalss Eccleſie regal t 
lam, contra ſenſum omninm Conſacerdorunephe, 
contra morem & inftituta majorums rebapna th. 
zandum eſſe cenſebat. © Long ago, ſaitÞthe 
** he, Agrippinus of venerable meinory} Eps/ 
** Biſhop of Carthage, the firſt of all meF, 1de, 
< living, againſt the divine Canofndyn 
again 
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F* againſt. the rule of thenniverſal Church, 
* againſt. the. tenet of, all-bis fellow-Bi- 
* ſhops; againſt che cuſtome; and decrees 
' of his Predeceſſours, thoughrrthat Re- 
 baptization'was to beuſed. | Que pre» 
umptio tantum molt invexit, ut non-ſolum 
urerectrommibas forman ſacrilegis , ſed 
tiats. qaibaſdam, | C atholicis 'grcofionem 
rebaerit' erroris, © Which -preſumpti- 
on, {aith this: eloquent ;and ancient 
Authour, brought in fo mach-evill, that 
it pave not onelya form of ſacriledge 

FF :0:Heretiques, but. afforded.alſo.an oce 
© calion 06 £ronn;5o Lone Gathgliques. 
{ſnd yet all chis, according to your Argue 
heat, muſt have been free ang. faulcleſſe, 
n+, and no.yay to be correfteg,, or re- 
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Fchended, in Agrppinat ;_ the. queſtion 


Sing thea never been defined by a ge. 
"Ft onely defends , but moſt highly 'ex- 
r4PÞils rhe pious ' and pure zeal of Pope 
,mWephen, (which we ſhall preſently treat) 
pnÞd thence comes again, to our purpoſe, 
atÞthe cuſtome of, the Church. Deniqae 
Yl Epiſtela, que tupc ad. Africamw mia 
neÞ, idews his, verbss ſanxit.  Nihil inne- 
108ndum, viſe quod trraditurs eft : Intells- 
Jin gebat 
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. gebat enim vir ſanttusr & prudens , nil y 
alind rationem pictutis admnttere ; nie 
oma, que fille a patribus ſuſcepta fire vhic 
eadem fide filiss confignaventwr. © Fin Won 
*« ly, faith he , inthe Epiſtle- which wh, -; 
" "ic to Africa, theſame{\ Stephen ) &:M,1g 
* creedin theſe-words, Ler nothing beinſ..n 
* noyated, but that which is delivered,(bMir ;, 
* tradition.) For this holy and pruden lo)? 
* man underſtood, that the rule of- piyMWrac; 
« admitted nothing elſe, then rhat | up 
* things which were received by fait teph 
*« from our Forefathers*, by- the ſam 1s 01 
s.f4ith ſhould' be - committed to ouffe: « 
*Childrew 1 2c 
Now if it had been entirely in the fr 
power of every Biſhop ro do , or hol{Khich 
whatſoever he pleaſed, why ſhould Linener 
»enfis have praiſed Stephen for conſtitnl yo 
ting fucha reſtraining decree, whereiyſ;j 
herook that liberty from them : And il 
Stephen were to be praifed in that decree 
then all thoſe'who violared it, were to d 
judged offenders: and if they proceed 
to exoxbitancy , why might Srephen all 
not have been praiſed for uſing even tier 6 
cenſure of Excommunication to reſtraſ@y1q 
them ? Atthe leaſt St. Auguſtin. excult 
: Stepht 
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tephen (as *we have proved above)from 
{1Schiſme, even. whileſt he judged thoſe 
tebaptizers- to be. excommunicated 
qhich  cannor{ ſtand , if it had followed 
rom his doQrine,that excommunicating, 
rr threatening Excommunication , for 
Wolding andpraQtifing that errour , had 
Wcen Schiſmaricall. - And if you. give cre-: | 
Wic to Lirinenſis(as we doubt not but you 
Wo) you muſt acknowledge, -that you diſ- 
race St. Cyprian not a little ,:inmaking 
im' as you do in this Paragraph) account 
:ephen to proceed tyrannically , in iſſu- 
Ws out ſuch a reftraining and coercive de- 
Wrec or command , againſt thoſe of his 
"Forty : whereby their liberty aſltgned ro 
Wim by St. Cypriav was taken away: 
Which Zirimenfss praiſeth ſo much in this 
ntence. ', 
© You ſpend many lines in preſling 
Wain and again this Argument againit 
|, viz. Thac if St. Cyprian, according 
PS Saint A#gsſtins interpretation of his 
Fords, thought , that Biſhops were not 
«Þ be judged by.other Biſhops in matrers 
al\Þr filly derermined, but to be left to 
tſeir own freedom ; and for 'this reaſon 
. vuld not judge, or exclude any who 


6 ol contradicted 
pht 
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contradicted himin this particular matifou 
ter of Rebaptization y-ſeeirig Sainte 4» W{ani 
9ſtinaffiwms, vhav chis of RebaprizatinAr 
was nor then determined ,: bur examinelſ{hei 
and diſputed', ſome holding it ,  an(ſasn 
"others: denying it ; both he and'St. Cy ſWye- 
prian muſt condemn Stephen for ExcomWSre; 
municating« thoſe Biſhops and:/Province;,{Wus 
who held againft himiin- this. undeterniſctu 
ned point... And hence you-preſs it fur Ealt 
ther to. your preſent purpoſe, that ſeeingWnci: 
St. Auguſtin excuſes St. Cyprian fronſſpad 
| ſchiſme ,. becauſe he did not Excommu. ti 
nicate thoſe, who contradifted- him uute 
this difficult.and doubtfull queſtion, muliiſfet fe 
alſo conſequently, by the rule of conract 
traries, imply , that S$rephen was guilyſe ob 
of ſchiſme- for doing quite contrary toully 
St. Cyprian, in Excommunicating tholuar i 
of the Eafti for contradifting-him'in i1Yomm 
before it wasfully determined. This tifghe qu 
my beſt conceiving your words, is the fulÞns to 
force of your-argument, and-it is wellly pr 
deſervingan anſwer, '.-' ſon, ; 

Firſt;, ' therefore ' we anſwer, thaſſo the 
though the queſtion-itſelf'were diſputeFor th 
and apitated "ini theChureh; yer-the' praÞpany 
Cice of not-Rebaptizing was clear anFitne 

F ol 
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out of queſtion,, at leaſt by St. (yprian; 
and his, party-; who granted. ito be an 
Ancient; Wniverſail practice though, as, 
nechought,.'nor Apoſtolicall; Now for- 
as much, as can be gathered (for ought: 
yeyet have ſeen) from the relation of 

tephens proceedings, his prohibition, 

is threat of Excommunication,, : and 
zRuall Excommunicating thoſe of, the. 
Walt , was the actual infringing of this 
Wacient cuſtome by Rebaptizarion, &c. 
nd for the diſobeying. of his command 
this. .For whatſoever might be dif- 
muted againſt it-by particular Docours, 
et ſeeing it- was an' univerfall,, ancient. 
ractice, Pope Srephen would have it to 

xe obſerved, till the whole matter were 
oiully determined by the Church. So 
{Bar if this. can be proved , Stephen Ex- 
i Fommuynicated none atallfor diſputing 
We queſtion, or holding contrary opini- 
uWns to him and others in ic, but for actu- 
Fly proceeding in; practice by Rebaptiza- 
Won, as thoſe of the Eaſt did, according 
haſo the opinion which they held in this. 
tefor the matter being; yet in diſpute, and 
xÞ}any more, as St. Axgnſtin.now:- cited, 
anFitneſſeth. , holding with Srephex,, then 
ol with 


| Proceeding unjuſtly and uncharirably, or 
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with St. Cyprian init , whatſoever meng 
particular reaſoiis perſwaded them, wa i © 
not to be eſteemed o cerrain-,-'that con.  n 
frary to-the 'opinton 'of other as wiſe, iſ cc 
learned; and holy as they were, and much WW ly 
more in number , they thould proces iſ pe 
to a contrary practice, unuſed and un ſ de 
heardof amongſt Chriſtians. The er. iſ ph, 
communication therefore was for their cat 
diſobedience in pratice (which was cer. ſ cor 
tain and unqueſtionable,;) and not for za; 
their particular opinions, - which wereWSec 
diſpuced and doubtfull, The diſparity Mr 
therefore hetwixt S:ephens and St. CyprifWhil. 
ans caſes conſiſts in this, that St. CyprinſWnar 
would not excommunicate any for hold: 
ing an opinionin this againſt him, in 2 
matter diſputable and undetermined; 
and Stephen would and did excommnnt 
cate thoſe, who broke for their particular}. 
OPinion in a doubtfull point, an undoubt. Were 
ed, Univerſall , and Ancient Practice: 
which diſparity granted, it follows not, 
that Srephen was either to be cenſuredas 


(much leſſe) condemned of Schiſtne for 
excommunicating others , for one thing FP" 


becauſe St. Cyprian would have boy | 
0 
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for excommunicating others for a-quite 
other cauſe. . Now. cbat. Srephens com. 
mand: and: excommunication -were -con- 
cerning the violation of this practice one- 
ly, and not for the ſpeculation it ſelf, ap- 
8 pears ({o- faras we are able to judge) evi- 
8 dently..: For firſt, the reaſon which $:e- 
8 phen gives. in Exſebrns of his excommuni- 
cating. thoſe of the Eaſt, is onely the 
| contrary practice, 25a Hereticos bapti- 
i z4nt ; Becauſe they baptize Heretiques. 
Secondly, his command recited by St. Cy- 
(77147, is onely concerning practice, N;- 
Wh innovetur , nift quod traditum eft , ut 
nf manus cis imponantur ad panitentiam. 
© Let nothing be innovated , but. onely 
1 that hands be impoſed upon them to 
* penance. Thirdly, St. Auguſtin now 
cited , ſayes thus, Srephanus autem etian 
abſtinendos putaverat., qui ae ſuſcipienats 
ereticis priſcum confuetnainem canvellere 
conabantur. | © Stephen alſo thought, 
'that thoſe were to be exommunicated, 
'or abſtained, who endeavoured to vio- 
*late the ancient cuſtome in receiving of 
'Heretiques. Fourthly, becauſe St. Cy. 
Mas, and thoſe with him, though of a 
ontrary opinion from Srephez , and the 

Bb Sreates 
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greater. part of the Biſhops , were not 
excommunicated by Stephen :* which way 
a manifeſt argument”, that-'Srephens ex « 
communication' 'was not 'inflited' for M ©. 
holding the ſole opinton of Rebaptiza. 
tion, (which St; Cyprian and his did) ard 
that they abftained, till the matter were 7 
more fully determined, and their difficul. Ji 
ties fatished from 'violating the former ye 
practice by attuall Rebaprization, (afce ar, 
they had received Srephens command) a nic 
teaft-publique and-notorious , either be. no; 
cauſe the occaſion offered not it it ſelf in 
thoſe ſhort and troubleſome times of per 
tecution, ; or becauſe they bare reſpet 
to the command of Srephen in praQice 
whatſoever their ſpeculative and uncer: 
tain'opinton Giftated to them againſt it 
Thus the African Biſhops carried them; 
ſelves.1n prattite -conformable to Pop 
Z:2imms about the Councell of Sardimi 
decree for appeals, Which he cited in tit 
name of the Nicerte Councel , thougliſfehe « 
they could not finde any ſuch decree, ah, 
ter many diligeftites ted among tholiffy: 
of the Couneell'of Wrcr, Ant Pioniite 
ns Alcxtindrinns, "though ſpeculativiſeave 
t4yorring the opinidirof Rebaptizationiſeerea; 
'y 
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et in practice;, as he relates himſelf in 
BB Euſeb{4ib.4i cap. $;'9; he proceeded ac- 
BM cording to-Sreqphens.command:, and: the 
BW common cultome: / 1 -- 
X Now though it could be proved , that 

I Stephens Excommunication. might be ex- 

8 tended, .even to ſuch as detended pub. 
-Þ liquely and -peremptorily Rebaptization, 
'W yerche cafes of 'Srephen_ and St. Cyprian 
Wl arevery different. For.St. Cyprians opi- 
tf nion had neither antiquity, nor practice, 
-W nor cuſtome, nor ſo greata number of 
1 Biſhops forit by many degrees, as Ste- 
WE phens had: For the far greater part then, 
a andafl cheir more ancient Predeceſſours, 
through .the whole Church, were of Ste- 
Mphens perſwaſion : whereas St. Cyprian 
ad bur ſome of Africa, and Firmilian, 

1nd others, ſome of the: Eaſt, who (ided 
mich chem'; fome; and thoſe very few, 
f their latter Predeceſſours:,»arid none of 
he moreiAncient.': So that if we reſpect 
he ſole externall authority for St. Cy- 
[$5475 Opinion, it was no way able to 
Wray che: judgement of any prudent man 
7o embrace: ic. Thar: therefore which 
/feave ita fair ſhew of truth , were onely 
Ofieertzin difficult reaſons againſt the other 
\y Bb 2 PEr- 
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perſwaſion, which at the firſt ſight could 
not be ſolved; though- within a ſhort 
proceſle of time the. fallacy was diſcover- 
ed, and the truth found out, as St. Aug Þ 
fſtin witneſſes: "nay ,” notwithſtanding all 

chat was ſaid againſt Stephens perſwaſi- 

on, the Authority of St. {yprians party ; 
was ſo inconſiderable,, that even whilelt c 
they oppoſed it ,  the- whole ; Chriſtian 
world was eſteemed to agree - with 4 
Stephen, as we ſhall preſently ſee. 


For the Doctrine of receiving thoſe, g 
who were baptized by Heretiques, with.W ,. 


out rebaptization , :may:be confidered in by 
four different ſtates. The-firſt was in 
the univerſall cuſtom: and- tradition of it 
amongſt Chriſtians, betore it was called 
into queſtion. The ſecond, the retentiFÞ ,., 
on of it by the Chriſtian world, eyer 
whileſt it was: called-into queſtion bj 
ſome. The third, the finding, it out to 
be true, and difcovering the. fallacioul- 
neſs of the Arguments, which by ſome 
were brought againſt'ir, even by thol j;, 
who brought them, and upon that diſco ſpe; 
very their relinquiſbing- the contranſſ x7; 
opinion,and conforming themſelves botlY #5; 
in ſpeculation and praRice to the gem wh 
| ra 


The fexth Miſconceipt diſcovered, 557 

rall and ancient cuſtome. Fourthly, the 
confirmation -of4t, and the rejection: of 
the contrary DoQtrine in the Oecume- 
nicall Councell of Nice. Inevery one 
of theſe ſtates, even whileſt it was deeply 
ueſtioned by ſome, it ſtill-retained by 


' I force of Cuſtome, to be the Tenet of the 
Chriſtian world: and though» ſpecula- 
VE tively it was made diſputable, becauſe the 
VEE difficulties. were great , which were 
. I} againſt ir, yer practically it was held cer- 
rain amongſt the generality of Chriſti- 


ans,: by reaſor:that it. had been received 
" byuniverſall Tradition; -whileft:che con- 
VE trary opinion never \ gained to have 
more, then by the ſhew.of ſeeming plau- 
ec fible reaſons;:to cauſe a fAutuation and 
US waveringin the mindes-of ſome againit 
"a the generall1Traditiony; and a private 
bl perſwaſion«.imothers, that it. was to-be 
; 0 altered: va Jo Uni 2 | 
All this,” which TI have here delivered, 
is moſt clearlyitwught | by St, Aguſtin, 
lib,:2; . Contr. Donatiſt, cap.. 8. where 
ſpeaking of » the .generall Councell of 
Nice , he ſayes thus, Nondum auten 
DON faftun erat, quia conſuetudinss robore te» 
ey nebetar orbis terrarum ; & hac ſola oppo- 
Wl Bb 3. pebatur- 
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nebatur inducere” volentibus \navitatem, 
quia noy poterant apprehenderereeritatem.; 


poſtea vers dum inter miltos iex utraqut 


parte tratlatur &. gueritnr,: non ſelaum 
inventa eff, ſed etiam ad plenarij Concili 
authoritatem roburque peraatta.; poſt. ( y- 
priaxi quidem paſſionem, ſed antequam mr 
ati efſemus;;  Tt:(the Councell of Nze) 
was mot yet celebrated,” becauſe the world 
was held up, 'or eſtabliſhed, by the, ſtrength 
of Cyſt:m ; (here. is menttoned the firſt 
ſtate of Stephexs Tenet,: vis, Anczent 
and Univerſal Cuſtome :and :Tradition) 
and thi uloie was appeſedagininft theſe; oi 
defired: to '. #mredure:© iNoweltyy,) beoanſt 
they could not appretiend' Veviey. - (Here 
was the ſecond ,: That, Tradition. over 
ſwayed the particular reaſdns-of private 
perſons, raiſed! upagiainftiti); :Fer after 
i: was treated and ſonght\intn\ amongſt was 
27 on. both fides, it was not onely: fornd, 
(Hereyou fee a third ſtate, the'fitiding 
out the truth ofthis Tradition,). bur wa 
alſo brought to the authority and\ firength 
of a plenary.,, or generall Corncelt: (This 
_ the laſt and: moſt fully defined ſtate 
of it.) | TETELS | | 
From theſe excellent words. of this holy 
2; Doctaur, 
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DoRour, wedraw theſe Truths, in con*® 


firmation of what we have already ſaid, | 


and of qur DoQtrine againſt you, , Frit, 


"That before a generall Councell he cc- 


lebrated for the determination of points 


in Religion, there may be the conſent of. 


the whole Chriſtian world in. that. very 
point, whictrit afterwards defines, . Nom- 
dam. autem fatium- erat, (Concilium) 


gia tenebatur orbiz terrarum, 8c. Se-- 
condly, That this conſent of the whole 


Chriſtian world in any point of Religion, 
san eltabliſhment, of Chriſtians in that 


poipt.,':T, encbatur or bog! terraram,. &c. 


Thirdly ; That - univerſall. -Lradition, 
Cuſtome,, and PraRtice of Chriſtians in 


any matter of Religion, is ſufficient to 
hold 


them conſtant inthe profeſſion and 
belief of [that pratice, 
ns roburs teviebatuy orb terrarum. 
Fourthly, That i is ſufficient for Catho-. 
liques to oppoſe the ſole Univerſall 
Cuſtome of the whole Chriſtian world, 
againſt all who endeavour to infringe It, 
Et hac ſola oppmmebatar inducere wolenti- 
bus novitatem. Fifthly, That the oppo- 
ſition made by St. Cyprian and thoſe of 


bis party, hindred not, in the opinion of ' 
B: | 


b 4 St, 


(vl, acti: 
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St. Angsflin, that ill thoſe, who ad. 
hered. to Stephen in defence of that Anci. 
ent univerſall Tradicion, were deſervedly 
ſtiled orbz terraram , the whole Chriſtiay 
world, Sixthly ; that notwithſtanding 
St. Cyprian ſaid , That this Tyadition wat 
a corrription and abuſe , crept mto. the 
Church, ana no Apeftelicall Tradition, Cy- 
prian. Ep. ad Pompeium. - And Firmil:- 
an, That the Tradition of the Eaft C havch 
was the centrary, and that this, maintained © 
by thoſe of Rome,was a meer humane Tr: 0 
dition, Firmilian. Ep. ad Cyprian. yet be-ſ $ 
cauſe they neither did , nor could ſhewfff tt: 
when it preciſely begun, and it was uni-Þ C 
verſally obſerved, before they oppoſed ir, 
time out of minde, it was, according toſſj ic] 
St. Auguſtin, to prevail in the mindes off pr 
Chriſtians, as an Apoſticall, Divine, and} ga: 
uncorrupted Tradition, and to haveſſſthi 
ſtrength ſufficient to eſtabliſh the Church th 
init: Conſuetudinss robore tenebatur wbu the 
terrarum, Seventhly, That notwith-Bwe 
ſtanding all the fair, but falſe, pretenſions caſe 
from Scripture, which St. Cyprias and his no! 
Councels brought againſt it , it Rti}] Rood Fphez 
as a wall of defence unſhaken to prote> ſand 
the Catholique Church, -in the —_ 
ar 
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and obſeryance of it :. Er hec ſola appone- 
bater '\ i1nducere-. wulentibus movitatem. 
Eighthly , that ſeeing this univerſall pra- 
Rice was ſo ſtrong and impregnable, that 
the whole Church was ſecured and eſta- 
bliſhed by the ſtrength of it, who can ra- 


E tionally condemn or: blame , and not ra- 


ther , with Yincentius Lirinenſss bi ghly. 
praiſe him , andthat.the very Donatiſts - 
themſelves confeſs, that -he.adminiſtred 
the office of his Popedom 34ibate, with- 
out blemiſh, and . deſerved to be tiled :- 
Sanitas,an Holy Bilkop and Martyr, and : 
that not onely the Weſt , but the Eaſt. 
Church, alſo , celebrate: his. Feaſt with a - 
moſt high.reverence to his. holy and hero. 
ick actions, which Lirinenſis give him, in 
proceeding. even. to. - excommunicate a» 
Sainſt thoſe, who endeavourgdio-violate 
this cuſtome : for inthe violation of that: 
they battered the bulwark and fortreſs of 
the Catholique Church. Ninthly, hence 
we ſee clearly the difference betwixt the - 
caſe of' St. Cyprian , who had confeſledly 
no ſuch cuſtome for him, and that of Se- - 
phe ; that. it would .have been tyranny, . 
and occaſionally , or interpretively ſchif- - 
maticall.inhim , to-have-excommunica- 
_- Bb.5, ted -: 
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ted thoſe who comradited him in de- 


fence of this-Catholique praQice and 


tradition, becauſe,it would. both have 


cauſed'a'command torevokethat.excom- Þ 
munication from ſupertour: authority tlie 


rejetion whereof would have been for- 


mall Schiſme'in, St. Cyprian, and might 
have been interpreted an Excommunicati- 
on for keeping due Cathcdlique Communic 
in maintaining this ancient, Catholique 
praftice; andinvplyedan interpretative 


obſtinate rejeRtion of the. command of 
Srephken tothe contrary, and conſequent:- 
ly.of his authority ; and thereby a ſepa- 
ration from the Church , which we have 
above proved to be Schiſgiaticall.; 'where- 


as Stephen did what he had done in de-i 


fence of Catholique Communion and uni. 


formity, ad agreement among: Chri- 


ftians tn. the generall-obſervanice of the 
ancient univerſall cuftome through” the 
whole Church, Tenthly ', tence ap- 
pears.in what fenſe Saint Argſtin ſaid, 
That-this Queſtion was.not fully defined, 
but diſputed-and agitatedin St, Cypriuns 
time,. For he can have yo other meaning 


_ (if, we make him. ſpeak- without egntra-J' 


diction, as we muſt, and he certainly did) 
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then this ; that the ſpeculative Reaſons 


[3 alledged againſt this practice , were agi- 


tated amongſt many, though the practice 
were certain ; yet it was for thofe Rea- 


1 ſons denied to be Apoſtolicall by ſome ; 


The lat decermination therefore added 


' toit, wasthat of the Councel of Nice, 


I wherein this pratice was embraced as an 


| Apoſtolicall Tradition, and declared to - 
! be ſuch to the whole C hurch, 


And hence your Argument is fully 


| ſolved , by ſhewing that St..C "yprian had 


been exceedingly blame-worthy , had he 
excommunicated. others for- diſſenting 
from him in this-matter_ then called into 
queſtion by him ; and Srephen blameleſls - 


| for excommunicating thoſe,. who -viola- 


ted (as he then moſt truly. thought'and- 
taught) to be an Apoſtohcall Tradition 


| and Divine truth. For if che queſtioning : 


by ſome few the univerſall and immemo- | 
rall Cuſtomes of the Church, could be a : 
ſufficient reaſon to-obſtruc the-exerci- 
ling the full. obſervance and belief of 
them, the gate will be laid open to all an- 
certainties , and all conſtancy in Chriſti... 
an PraQtices and Faith will-be ſhaken. 
Though therefore the Decree-of the - 
HS RS _ 
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Generall Councell of Nice had not- been 
yertenacted, yet the-rruth of this que. 


{ton was found"out, as-St. Arſtin ac- 
knowledges in the forefaid words, and 
is made manifeſt by Dionyſi:% and Saint 
Hiercme above cited; and all the Bj. 
ſhops. both of the Eaft'and: Africa, who 
had adhered. to. Firmilian and St, (+ 
prian , diſcovered and revoked their er. 
rour,and reunited themſelves to Srephey, 
andto the Chriſtian 'world,-(as St Ax- 
ouſtin ſayes\ adhering to him. And all 
this was effeted (as St: Hierome wit 
neſſes) by the force 6f the univerſal 
practice obſerved amongſt their Prede. 
ceſſours. Hieronym. contra . Lucifer, 


verſ. fnem. Denique illi ipſi Epiſcops qui 
rebaptizanacs cum eo (Cypriano) ſtat 


erant, ad axtiquam conſurtudinem revelne 
ti, evan emfere deeretum. Quid faci- 
mus ? ita & nebis majores neſtri, & illy 
" ſui. tradidere majores. <-Laſtly-, faith 
* St. Hierome, thoſe very Bifhops, who 


« had decreed with: him , (Se. Cyprian)ſf 


<« returning again -to- their. ancient Cuz 
** ftome, publiſhed a new.Decree. What 
* do. we?.. This our Predereffours dell. 


x* yered to. 15, and theirs 'to- them, toſÞ 
a | TRE" in 
L Y, if, 4 
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& wib, to thoſe: who denied Rebaptiza- 


« tion. Thistruth therefore having been 
ſo-fully diſcovered, and profeſſed by all 
the Biſhops and people of the: vikble 
Church, even before the Councell of 
Nice, what Chriftian can doubr, that it 
bad been not onely ſc/cnt madneſs (as 
St.. Auguſiin affirms) to queſtion , or 
diſpute againſt it, but no leſs then the- 
crime of Hereſie obſtinately to contra... 
di it; and conſequently that before. 
the.Councel of Nice, there was ſufficient 


ground given to Excommunicate any, \ 


who after this agreement of the whole 
Chriſtian v. orld, thould have either Re- 
baptized Heretiques, or maintained, that 


| my were to be Rebaptized. Nay, even 
befc 


rethis truth was ſo fully diſcovered.. 


| and univerſally agreed. upon by all par- 


ties, ſeeing it - was-m.oft manifeſt, that . 
it bad. been not many years- before: uni- 
verſally practiſed and believed by all the - 
Biſhops - of the viſible Church , though 


| ſome few-moved ſpeculative difficulttes 


againſt it , which ſtartled others , not 
being well able to: ſolve them at the firſt: 
hearing , yet the contradicting that uni-. 


| verſall praRtice and belief, upon the meer: - 


Pros. 
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' Propoſition of new difficulties (accord. 
ing to the Maximes of true Church-Go.f 
vernment) required both a command t, 
have thac practice obſerved , and an Ex 
communication of thoſe who pertinaci. 


oully infringed that command. 
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me endour aikdarroctivenkens- 
yet replied , with the :addition . 
pf your /laft Mifconceipt. You arm, 
hat Ye. -Gyprianefore-cited wordsdocuſe 
Frephen the- Pope .as-Schifmaticali , -fhu 
xcommunicating thoſe. Biſhops, who. 

| 4d RebaptizationofHereriques:: where- 
nthethingi ſefisitre, "042. 'thatſome 
or holding roo-:peremptorily:that errour 
Frere 'excommunicated by him, 21x. thoſe 
bf che Eaſt, and among thereſt|, as 'we - 
ſhave aid; Firmilizn, whichis ſufficiently 
proved by :the: words of Firmilian cited 
you: -Butto.affirm, that any Catho- 
que Biſhapof tholet times., 75 chr mar 
edin that Excommunicationz'or near . 
hem, or ever fincy; accounted Pope Sre- 
hen a Schiſmatique, is oneof the highe- 
liſconcapts, notto-ay, -untruths ,; that. 
3b x1 upp ar mL any Chriſtian. 
Hf aSraphed werg accounte:a chile 
matique - 
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matique for that Excommunication, whſſric 
is he ſo. highly:commended by YVinzcenrinfz: 
Lerinen ſis (who could not be ignorantofhy 
it) in the-whole-cartiage of :thar: affaiMWhai 
Why did Dionyſus Alexanarinus interfWhia 
cede to him for the abſolution of FirmMor 
lian, and thoſe of the Eaſt of his partyMor 
as witneſleth EZxſebias libr.7. Hiſtor, cap 
. 4:and St. Hierome de Scriptoribus EcceiWar! 
afticis., in Dionyſio.. And why-did- thiſWho! 
whole Chuch, fave fomefew tainted witifepa 
that errour, and excommunicated by linfWhe 
for it,. communicate with _ him ? - NayWle ( 
why did St. Cyprian himſelf that implaczWrep 
'ble-:deteſter of Schiſme , and. his ColWreh: 
leagues continue to. thejrvery deaths uſhrad 
his Communion ? - feeing - they . knew i}riay 
was Schiſmaticall to communicate . witiſſſe cl 
Schiſmatiques? And-.certainly St. CypriſWem 
an for his part was as ready to. have ſuiſchiſt 
ered Martyrdom , rather :then to hawſith! 
communicated. with 'a |-Schifmatique$hol« 
as. he was; and did glorioufly! ſuffer it; ſſe h 
rather then to relinquiſh the: Chriſtiaaſſt. C| 
Fab: 56 - GiNitrae 4 
-*. To thatwhich youurge from St. 4 
ftins words, libr. 2. cap. 6. 8c. of St. CyFcatir 
Þrian and his: Colleagues. being .SchiſmaFult h 
Uuqueey | 
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iques, If they had excommunicated their 
pret bren for denying Rebaptization , G&C- 
We anſwer, that it 1s very true, that they 
2d been Schiſfmatiques in that.caſe w2:- 
ative and occaſionaliter at leaſt, not as 
you imagine, preciſely for an unjuſt Ex- 
ommunication ## /ic , or under that ſole 
notion, but becauſe St. Cyprian and. his 
arty could not . have. excommunicated 
ole of the contrary opinion , without 
parating himſelf, in thoſe circumſtances 
herein he then was from the whole vili- 
le Church, which communicated with 
tephen,and all the orber Catholick Patri- 
rchs, even.in the contrary doQrine and 
iCtice. So that the others with Cy- 
11an being but a party , and having all 
ie chief Paſtours and rheir flocks againſt 
em, would preſently have;brought -a 
hiſme into. the Church, as being a ſiding 
ith one party againſt the body of the 
hole Church. For whoſoever in this 
-it&aſe had, been caſt out of the Church by 
anÞit. Cyprian, would preſently have appeal- 
I to his higher Prelates and Patriarchs, 
at he was excommunicated for commu- 
cating with them and theirs :. and they 
uſt have vindicated him againſt St. Cy- 
Drian 
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prizy and his-party, and commando 
chem to reftorehim again to Communi. ſhre- 
on : . which if-he had obſtinately refuſed {Her 
and: rejected their Authority ; he hut ery 
feparated himſelf from the whok urs 
Church, and fo becomea formall Schi.n 1 
matique. God 
Toexcule your ſelves from ſaying,ch net 
Stephex was a Schifmatique, you anſwer Was. 
that one a& Schiſmaticail, or-of formali 
Schiſme , is not enough to produce aWWhat - 
habit, or to denominate one a SchifmWn; 
Tique ; ; becauſe habits: are acquired lyMyery 
frequentation of- ats: and no. man iſſifon 
faid to bez Drunkard:, v. gr. for having q: he 
been once drunk. - Bur, firſt - this doin 
reliſheth inuch more.of Morall Philololfþ 
phy, then of true Divinity. For thc G 
ic proceed; in acquired naturall, and n 
rall habits, —_ it ha's no place at ll 
infuſed ſupernaturall habits ; ſuch as thalfiul . 
of Chriſtian Faith Hope, Charity, &c.ar, tho 
For who can deny , that whoſoever eliftad be 
cites one at of true Faith , is not trulſon of 
denominated Fidelis, one of the Faithſſuſt « 
full > or he who exerciſeth one a& oft on 
Charity, or Love of God, is not Amis of 
cis Dei, Gods friend and — : over 
ol - 


= pls CONCES t diſcovered. $73 
502, and, tontrariwiſe., theſe, Habits 
relofi-byevery mores]; 6n of infidelity, 
erchie, or Hate of God ; and by. tho 4 
ery'aRs, which deſtroy the ſaid ſyperna- 
urall Habits , ones. truly denominated 
n Jakdell, an Hererzque, ian Enemy of 
bod, Dares otherwiſeir would follow, chat 
ne might for want, 0 frequenration of 
neither: be, reckoned. among&: the 
abba ull:,;nor, amongſt the .unfayt full; 
hat one Mighcde neither a friend , nar 
nenemy 0 God; &c, In like. BOT 
formall, a&af-Schiſns. 
onmall 5 SI, 6 0ibery Sr 


ſc be _— [1 nh nor 
que. - Seeing therefore, you accuſe Sre- 
i of an.aQt of pany Schiſme , you- 
uſt make him a Schiſmarique. , Second- 
; jchough this your doctrine of Habits 
iſſed been true, yet yourfail in the applica- 
fon of it : For you, in your principles, 
uſt confeſſe, that Srephey committed 
Wt one onely, but many and very many 
ts of - Schiſme, both in aſſuming a paws 


over his Brethren, not due to bim , and 
in 


$72 The ſeventh Miſconceipt diſcovered, 


in uſing it tyrannically , and in givin 
res, and nthlnds againſt a fre 
dom of the Biſhops; and in excommun 
cating fo many Chiurches and perſons,at 
in proceeding ſo inhumanely with the 
gares ſent to him, '&c, andin continuity 
reiterating, and confirming theſe and h 
like ats many times over *' 

The Lines , which next follow, 
ſpent in a' ſole repetition of what h l 
been ſaid and cited before, and we 
ſwered, To prove, that ſome Chriſi 
pen had accounted Pope Stephen a Schi 
matique , 'you cite St; Eyprian',' Zpj 
74. we anfiyered, thar'thoſewords, 5 
cerdotes Dei, 8c: arenot in'E raſmng | 
Edition; and fo no certain'proof. -Y( 
fay, he was according to St; Cyprii 
A friend of * Hererth Yes «and conſeq wen 
of Schiſmatique;,"nnd fo y being 4 ow 
of Schiſmatiques commanitares with thi 
and by that communios became'a Schiſn 
tique : and yet. though we 'count 0 
another ſchiſmatiques , we doubt nf 
but you are 'our friends, and we ho 
you think the ſame of us, | without : 
communion able to- make one anoth 
ſchiſmatiques; Thirdly , you ſay, ® 
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t, Cyprian kept communion with Firmi- 
an, though we. account him: Excommuni- 
ted.' 'T berefore why might he. uot keep 
mmunuio with Stephen, though he, ac- 
mnted him a Sciſmatique ? . Weanſwer, 
hat we read of no other communion 
twixt Firmilian and St. Cyprian,. then 
nding-a Meſſage, and receiving a. Let- 
xr; andthat might havebeen done, be- 
fre St. Cyprian underſtood of. Firmilians 
xcommunication, by reaſon of the 
Ireat - diſtance of place betwixt them. 
owafrer, St. Cyprian received that .E- 
iſle, perceiving that he held che errour 
f the Quarto decimant init, and, ex- 
reſſed himſelf ſo uncharitabſ and dif- 
ſpeRtfully againſt Srephex (as we have 
ewed) it is not unlikely , that he. cut 
all further correſpondence with him : 
ide, ifhe had continued it by Letters 
nely, and Meſſages, ic had not. been 
at leaſt in thoſe dayes) forbidden by ver- 
We of Excommunication. Do not we 
@miliarly write and ſend meſſages to 
ou, (though we eſteem you Excommu- 
Wicated) and ye: conceive -not, that we 
\Fommunicate with you ? hu 
You ſay farther, as touching Mom 
is 


Pg 
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his 'commientation of ' Szephen in thide 
_ pvint;' that it is not expreſſed in .higffhc 
'whar we ſay) that he commends himiifio 
the whole carriage rm. aſs We ac 
ſwer, That when. a Prudent and Piouffihec 
Hiſtorian, rhroughly informed of whiff c 
he writ, and not far'diftant from thoifſWne 
times” (as Lirinenſis is: known by all offiyc: 
be) abfolntely commends a-perſon, anWore 
that highly, in the carriage of an affar{Mhir 
withour 'taking the leaft notice of amis ]. 
groſs defect, Injury, Tyranny, &c. con p! 
micred in it ,. notorious to the whokifſas 
work , as the Schiſmaricall proceedinſhe 1 
of' Ftephen had been, . if your aſfertiſhe! 
weretrne, he is to be underſtood, chilffferid, 
he carried himſelf laudably in the wholith 
affair : 'otherwife fach an Hyſtoriuſſna6 
would be, judged partial, and unworthWolc 
_ of credit; which no nar wilt venture Peer 
lay of Liritenfs, Moreover, (what yaſſule' 
deny) heexpreſty-commends'himtr thafonte 
very point wherein you except againh{at ] 
him : For he praiſes him for makins thiÞat | 
Decrer and Command, N7hit-5:14Fice1 
tr, &c.” This Decree he ſent'to 4/riciſfeler\ 
with obligation to have rt prit' ir- exccpowe 
tion and obeyed. For otherwiſe 'ir haus | 

bee | 
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{cen fooliſh: to have ſemt a Decree to 
Whole; who, he thoughe, had no obliga- 
Wion-to obey! it. - Now this Decree. muſt 

ejudged by you unjuſt and Tyrannical, 

cauſe ir deprived choſe African Biſhops 

f chat freedom and liberty, which every 

ne of them had to follow his own difta- 
offer in matters notiyer defined. There. 

vre Lirimenſis praifed him in that very 
Ming, which you condemn in him. Now, 

s ]haveſaid, Zirinenfis could not right- 

y praiſe Szephen for doing chat , which 
Was beyond his power, and injurious to 
ie Eccleſiaſtical power of other:Biſhops: 

herefore the'making ſuch's Decreeand 

1nding it'to the: African Biſhops, was 
ithin his power : and-if he had power'to 

nat this Law; and inſtitute this Decree, 
hoſe to whom he ſent ic, as his Law and 

> WVecree, Were obliged: to obey It; and in 
yoſple of difobedience', *pertinacity , and 
oneemvpt , he who hadpower to make 

at Law, had power to puniſh them for-- 
Wat difobetience + and if the difobedi- 

Jie had'Sone (o- far/us it required 'and 
ſerved Excommunication, he had ulſo 
ower'to Excommunicate them, and all 

tis before 'any full determination was 
made 
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made of this point by any generall Coun. {| 4: 
cel. Stand to Lirizen{s his authority; an M4 
. anſwerwe pray you,punctually this dif. £0! 
culty, | 
; Next you come to Diony/fius Alexa i 0: 
drinus, who (firſt) you ſay, might inter 13t! 
cede for theſe Biſhops, 4s to an angry mari Mo 
zo pacifie his wrath. But. what need half a5. 
either Dionyf , or thoſe Biſhops; to £%»/ 
have regarded, whether Srephen were an 77 
gry, or well pleaſed, if he had nothing at 
all ro do with them , -nor no more power 7”, / 
over them , thea they over him 2 Wha 77*c* 
wiſe man would ſupplicate any one, mud}/# 
leſſe every one for ,himſelf, or other, 
whom he knows tq. be' wrongfully and 
undeſervedly offended with them, and« 
whom one -hath no dependance at all? 
Secondly, you ſay it appears not, that thi 
ſupplication was.made, for, thoſe Bi/pyp;, 
but for theſe things, or proceedings 0 
Stephen, becauſe it is not &U 759 -=y7y, but 
Tg T&vrw: As. though the fupplicati- 
on made for others, were not concern! 
them , or, as though we may not ſuppl: 
cate another as well concerning perſon: 45 
things. Beſide, ſeeing in the forementi 
-oned letter of Srepher to thoſe of Capps 


dicia ppli 
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docia, 8&c there is no diverlity of things 
mentioned, but onely of ZBiſops and 
countries, that api -2/p7oy mult neceſſari- 
ly be referred to the perſons there menti- 
oned,as it is expreſſed inthe Latine tranſ- 
Jation, Ve pro omnibus his Epiſccepts, &C. 
Moreover the word e» yy > ſignifying, 
as Lexicons render that verb , /ndigeo, r0- 
go, ſupplico, deſidero, careo aliqua re , con- 
venioaliquem , querito, requiro, ſupplex 
deprecor, e5F mihi opus, imploro, ?:/tuls, cu- 
pin, peto, oro, volo , obſecro,” flagits , exero, 
precibus utor, ſum indignus, ſum infericy, 
ſum pauper, expeto, precibus contends, ve- 
xiam oro; it muſt conſequently here {igni- 
fie, (as I have already noted) that one 
ſtandsin need , or is nec{litated to have 
recourſe to him by an humble and ſub- 
miſſe petition, as to a perſon of an higher 
rank and dignity , and who hath power 
to afliſt me in this my humble recourſe ro 
him. Though therefore it were refer- 


Wred to the precedent things before menti- 


1 


oned by Dionyfins, yet becauſe it is, as you 
bave put it «7 4yTov, thatis, all, and every 


Ref them, it muſt comprehend alſo, that 


Excommunication inflicted by Stephen 
upon the ſaid Biſhops; and ſo mult be a 


ſupplication to Srephes , that he would 
Cc remit 
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remit that Excommunication to the ſaid 
Biſhops , being now penitent and reyg. 
kings their errour, as he had faid before, 
Whence appears, that your interpretati. 
on, that this was onely to move Stephey, 
to retra& his at, which you ſuppoſe was 
injurious, ' tyrannicall, and ſchiſmatical| 
is far from the matter: for then he ſhould W;, 
not have ſubmiſly ſupplicated him , but Wyoi 
juſtly expoſtulated with him , eſpecially, Wbſi 
ifhe were a perſon having no authority Wyhi 
at all over thoſe, whom he had injured a Meaſ 
you eſteem Stephen to have had none. War, 
For we think, you your ſclves would be 
very far now, to ſend an humble ſuppl: 
cation to the Pope, to retract the excom. 
munication, which he hath laid upon you 
and your Brethren, either for your ſelves, he f 
or for them, or be content, that an 
other perſon in union with the Pope, Mluec 
ſhould ſend the like ſupplication to him 
in your behalf. This ſupplication there 
fore ſuppoſes an acknowledgement of 
Stephens Authority over Diony/ins , andſÞced 
over all thoſe, in whoſe behalf he wrote 
it, if they knew it, or conſented tionez 
= 


To our generall Anſwer to your At 
| thority, 
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thority, you onely deny what we faid,. | 


hour giving any other reaſon, then by 


alledging a Text of St. Auguſtin , much 


'ke to the former, towhich we have an- 
wered , and to which our faid Anſwer 


caches, -For - there St. Aguſtin dif- - 


utes 4 minore ad majus , thatif St. Cy- 
ian were ſo far from Schiſme , that he 
ould not give the leaſt zccaſion to it by 
bſtaining others from himſelf, they were 
rholly inexcuſable , for the very ſame 
eaſon, to commit formall Schiſme 5» /e- 
Waratins themſelves from the whole 
hurch; wherein we conſtitute the eſſence 
f Schiſme, and Saint Azg»ſt1z with 
s, 

Thus we have endeavoured to return 
eforeſaid Miſconceipts to that origin, 
om whence (as we conceive) they firft 
ved: and thereby wholly diſinabled 
ourinſtance of Firmilian , grounded in 
bem, from giving any the leaſt ſupport 
d your definition : and could wiſh a 
xedy diſpatch of theſe indirect diſcour- 
s, to make a ready paſſage to the main 


ontroverſie. 


6. 


TD 


>= SSIS: 


This & the end of our laſt reading, concen- 
ing ther Argument drawn from the example 
Firmilian, ro which we never Jet (having exj( 
e4 above a rwelve-moneth) have rcceivel 4 
Anſwer az all from our eAdverſarics. 
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L Sehilmo-unmaskr. 

In a Recapitulation of the 

chief Paſlages, wherein 

may be ſeen in brief the 

" Sur of what bath paſſed 
in thu Confer ence. 


F.Ethinkit now neceſſary 
#.-,;- to collet- into a ſhort 
Abridgement (-accord- 
ing to our agreement) 

the iſſues of each different. Head in this 
_{Conference, and behold,as it were,at enz 
view, what hath been ſo largely dilperſed * 
inthe former;debates , and,drawn out at 
length by force of incident difpuees, that 
ſuch Readers, as are not.verſedin Logi- 
call Contentions, or Metaphyſcall For- 
malities, may, be rendered capable of the 
ſubſtance in each precedent difficultie, by 
a plain and eaſie explication of them, 
which ſhall be performed by a referring 
eReader diſtin&ly in each of - them, to 
the Pages in this-printed. Treatiſe, where-_ 
CC. 3 n 


1 Bi 


382 A Recapitulation. : 
in they; are reſpecedlyrdelivered: 

In the firſt Section of the firſt Chapter 

it appears , page 1; That the” queſtion 
whether of us two are SChiſmatiques, Wa 
ſtated by the Proteſtant :Diſputants, and 
ſo: acknowledged to be their queſtion, 
the declining of this:main,and dire& que. 
ftion to the definition'of Schiſme was alſy 
theirs, as appears . p. 2, Prot. 2. The 
Definition of Schiſme-piven: by the Ca. 7: 
tholiques, was allowed as a true Propoſi. iſ Je: 
tion by their: Adverſaries; p.z2. The Cath. © *al 
Defensants preſently offere&toreturnto iſ Ju! 
the main queſtion, and-were not admitted © 1 
to it by the Prot. Diſp. 'who proceededinjſ 0u 
the oppoſitiou of the Cath. Definition, 
p. 2. Cath. 3. and p, 3. Prot. 4. whence Mi 
undeniably appears, that this whole Dil-I thc 
pute upor the indire& queſtion of the Ou! 
definition-of Schiſme, and diverſion from We 
the main queſtion proceeded originally Or « 
from the Prot. Diſputants. tar; 
| Inthe ſame Se&ion , their Argument] tbe 
drawn from quſt Excommunication, as be 15 bc 
ing a voluntary Separation of one part frut laſt 
the whole true viſible Church of Chriſt, Pf 11 tl 
3, 4. and fo contained under our detinit!- 


on, is convinced to be a pure fallacy,bothſ 
becauſe 
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becauſe oe part inthe definition of ſchiſm - - 

is taken by all, as related to the part ſe- 

parating . onely, p.5;6,7, 8. And the 

word voluntary (ighities in the detinition 

of Schiſme, not onely a ſree, but an irra- 

tionall, paſſionate , and cauſeleſſe ſeparati- 

on, P- 1.1: C, 8. ſuchas.no;juſt Excommu- 

nication can be; and the word ſe eparation, 

| a compleat, and poſitive ſeparation p.. 

12.13. where one part oppoſes and rc-. 

jects the other, from whom they. ſepa- 

KW rate, which is not done by vertue of ſole 

MW juſt Excommunication, and the Adverſa- 

\ ry. bad no other way to fay any thing to 

1 our diſtintion of the different ſignifi- 

I cations of the word o/anrary , then by- 

KF miſciting our Text , and thereby bearing 

© their Readers in band, that we framed 

: our diftinRtion of the ching ſignified, when 

1 we framed it onely of the word fenifying, 

1 difterent acceptions of the word wolnn- 
tary , as moſt evidently appears, by what 

{f they ſay in a later-anſwer to us, (which 

Ml is to-be related to the firſt Section, as the 

| laſt partof it) they ſpeak therefore to us . 

"0 inthis manner. 

1- P; I: 

hl And becauſe we have upon this occaſion 

f 0-4 mentioned. - 
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mentioned that your diſtinftion, that we tt 
ot troubled again to ſpeak to it, we will a 
little here examine it, 

Pag. 17. We diſtinguiſh (ſay y:#) vo- 
ſuntary (4 main ingredient into your defi 
nition ) into two Claſſes. For voluntary 
is (/ay you) either taken in oppoſition 


to involuntary and not-free, (where you 


mu} therefore mean by voluntary,free;) 
or 1n oppoſition to reaſonable and pru- 


dent proceeding. So that whereas yu Þ 


cbjctted to us, that according to 14, all nie 
zall ſins would be Schiſmes, which we have 
refuted, according to you, onely ſins would 
be voluntary ; for nothing but fin 15 a pre- 
cipitous, heady, unreaſonable , imprudeat 
and wilful tling ( as you there deſcribe 
voluntary of the ſecond auception.) But 
have Artiſts heard of ſuch a diftinflion of 
awordimotwoClaſſes, whereof one mem- 
ber includes all the other within #t ?. and yet 
ſuch us here that your diftinftion. For if 
all precipitons, heady, unreaſenable, impru- 
dent, and wilful aftings, aud acception of 
things voluntary (which is your ſecond 
Claſſis) be aftual fins, as certainly they 
are, and all alt ual fins be alwaies vlunta- 
ry and free (which i your firſt Claſlis, 


and 
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aud aceeption of things voluntary) as ſure 
they are, then moſt evidently it follows, that 


our. for Acception . incl des init all of Jour © 
ſecond, acceprion ,, and ſo very unfit to be 
made. contradiſtiaguiſhing members , .un-" 
l:ſe Animal and Homo may be membra - 


condividentia.,.. or Qualitas. aud Virtus. 
V.G. + 7 , | 
| C 


You plainly miſcite ourwords, making - 


us ſay thus, viz, We diftingxihh (ſay you) 
voluntary (a main ingredient inta yuur defi- 
vition) into two Claſſes, &. Now we 
ſay not ſo; but thus, To what yea ſay of the 
word voluntary , we diſtinguiſh into tno 
Claſſes, &c, Where you omit theſe two 


Particles: the word , and therehy make vs - 


ſpeake .of voluntary, as it 15: the thing 
fenified , without any relation to- the 
word , as it hath a double ſignification, 
when we ſpeak of-that .word onely: as 
capable of.. that. double. (igmfication. 
And your whole. Argument againſt us 
proceeds upon- this miſcitation.. . For 


though it would be wholly. inartificia}f : 


andillogicall, to.diſtingutſh a free A& in. 
to two Claſles., viz. into.an. At which 


proceeds from free will, and an ARt which + 
Cc > Þ Pro. 


"V5 1 
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proceeds imprudently and. fnfully from 


free. will, for the reaſon which; you give 
here, becauſe in this inſtahce.the word 
free aft ſignifies. not exprelly both theſe: 
yet it will be moſt conform to, the'rules of 
Logick, to diſtinguiſh the acceptions of 
the word volzntary into theſe two ,'be- 
cauſe it ſignifies both the Gexzs , and the 
Species, that is, both” A#s unger the ye- 
#ericall notion of” free As , 'and*under 
the fpecificall notion of precigirons , in- 


prudent, and hype And this being | 


ſo notoriouſly true, that you-could not 


deny it, how can. it bevillogicall to affirm 


it? . Your inſtances therefore of Qzalitar 
and Virtys, &c. are of no concern here: 
for there is not one word nominated by 
you , which ſignifies truly and properly 
them both, as the word vol/zntary (ignt- 
fies both theſe things, 'which are artribu- 
ted to ir. Though therefore yor.mention 
the word voluntary once or twice , before 
you cite our words, and preſently after, 
yet this excules you not from a milcitati- 
ON of our words iz emitting what we ſa), 
becauſe your whole Argument againf us 
Proceeds onely upon that miſcittion , 4s 
'7e have now made appear : and therefore 


We 


_— w— F'YT WW we , 


werefer it to any equall judgement, whe- 
ther you cited not our words-with that 


omiſlion of the word voluntary, to. give 


force to your Argument, and induce your 
Reader tothink, that we made-an inartifi- 
ciall and illogicall diſtin&ion , at leaſt : 
this is evident,- that either- you willfully 


| omitted choſe words; orurged an Argu- 


ment of-no-forceat all.againſt us., and ' 
quite againſt yourſelves.-: - | 
'In the ſecond SeRion;, p. :14. Aﬀter-: 
they had propoſed their firſt main-Argu-. 
ment, (to prove That there is ſome other 
attive Separation, beſides that of ones ſelf, 
which is truly. $chiſme) in theſe words. 
For example, Diotrephes iz the Church 
nt receiving $t. John, or denying him the 
Communion of that ("hurch , aud denying 
#0 the Brethren,and forbidding them that 
would receive them, and caſting them ont of 
the Charch ( and all this as. loving to have 
the 'preheminence ). was mortally a Schiſe 
matique. They contend, and that through 
the extent of many ſheets of paper, that 
ir this very. firſ# propoſal, compriſed in: 
the foreſaid words,. where four different 
as: of 'Diotrephes are equally alledged : 
to- prove him - mortally a. — : 
; ' That.. 
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that they. proved bim a ſchiſmatique. 
cnely by ttelaſt, of caſting cat the Bre. 
threw, and by none of the three former, 
and that it mighr be ſufficiently colleRed 
out of the tenour-of theſe preciſe. words 
ef thi; firſt propeſal, that they placed their 
Argument onely.in.that laſt at, andnot 
in any of. the, former.: Which how far 
it-is from all ſhew of truth, - every one 
who can underſtand ſenſe will ſee. Now 
being preſſed byus, to ſhew, to what. Witan 
purpoſe thoſe three. former as were Mas ni 
brought, if they were not brought as rea. Wwor 
ſons of Dietrephes his ſchiſme , they fay, Mwhi 
P. 25. they-were. inſtances agreed upon MD: 
by both: ſides, and cherce we. infer, that {ue 7+ 
they were reaſons of Dlctrephes his {Wowr 
ſchiſme , for we, for our parts or ſide, Wwor 
never agreed to, them otherwiſe; pag; {ions 
26. they call them. expreſly 4s cr Rec- Moot | 
ſens, and pag. 27. ſpeaking of the firlt- Wand. 
aQ, as it was alledged by.them., they W{Witan 
call it, that oxr reaſen, and. ax inſtance yet! 
z1o (thatis. a. reaſon) of Diotrephes his Wthef 
ſchiſme, and that they agreed withus in Wing 
it, and that it was.an inftance-:(though Wand. 
not the principal): of the inference of I occa 
their corc/uſio.; and. yet'p. 32. they ſWagai 

"| revoke | 


levake all that they ſaid in theſe Pang 
cited places, they deny the three: former 
aRsto be: reaſons of theirs, they affirm 


heirs; and p. 27. and 48. that in all 
thoſe four as, they uſed onely, one rea- 
in, to wit, the laſt of thoſe atls in the 
very firſt propoſal - of this Argument, 
p. 37. that the other three former ;a&s 
were uſed onely for the. better. under- 
ſtanding of thelaſt at, and p, 38. onely 
as neceſſary. to lead us, to' the following 
words, which did contain the reaſon for 
which they alledged the example of 
Diztrephes, thatthe-three former aQts are 
reaſons at ally: exc. Thus with their 
own hand they overthrow: their own 
work , they fay the ſame aRs were rea- 
ſons, and .no reafons, their :reaſons, and 
not theirs, that they gave more .reaſons, 
and yet-no more but one onely reaſon , in- 
tlances. of Dietrephes his.Schiſme , and 
yet no inſtances of it, agreeing.,with us in 
the firſt three acts, and.yet; quite diſagree- 
ing from us, &c. Thus: they play faſt 
and looſe,. of and on , ſay anduynfay, as 


occaſion ſerves, becauſe truth,is fo ftrong 
againſt them that they know not what to . 


lay, » 
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he firſt to be.our reaſon onely, and. not - 
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fay, and yet ſomething they will ſay, 
ther then yield to it, as we have tol{ 
them p. 88.and89. Hence we concly. dc 
ded that the firſt Propoſall , muſt eithe 
have a conjunctive ſenſe, that Diotrephy 
was a Schiſmatique by all thoſe a&s jojt- 
ed together , as partiall cauſes of hi 
 Schiſme,, or disjunRtive ſenſe, that eat 
of them apart, was a ſufficient reaſonty 
make him mortally” a Schiſmatique, i 
both which ſenſes, each:of theſe a&ts mutM;;,, 
have been reaſons of -his Schiſme, as wſ or 
fay more largely, p. 66, 67. and theno , (e 
we reckon up the divers defects, andinMthe 
conſequences of our Adverſaries, p.89Mp;, 
9O, 91, 92; 93. which may be ſeen ther; 
We anſwered therefore to this exampl c411 
of Dzotrephes his Schiſme, that the for t, þ 
mall fundamentall reaſon which mad 
him a Schiſmatique, was his not receiv 
St. John, by which he ſeparted him(clM 
from the whole Church, p. 15.. to thi 
they never anſwered , no, not when ther x 
were advertiſed of not anſwering to 
p.16. but ſaid, that he might be a Schil: 
-matique for: that. #eaſoz.,. and for thet 
to0, 7, e, forthe laſt act of. caſting oat i 
Brethren, Now this we proved to bf ones 
in 
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impoſſible, by our'anſwer to this.laft a& 
of caſting out, 8c. fox-that-having been. 
done 'onely - becauſe they received Saint 
Johg,, as' appears by the 'Text, 3 7ohng9. 
10 muſt have contained a 'rejeRion: of 
St. Fohns Apoſtolicall Authority., and by. 
that a ſeparation from the whole Church: 
and therefore this caſting- out of the Bre. 
thren for that-reaſon. being ſchiſmacicall, 
becauſeit-was a ſeparation of. Diorrephes, 
that i5'of ones ſelf from the whole Charch, 
could not be ſchiſmatica]l, becauſe it was. 
a ſeparation, beſiae that of oxes ſelf, which 
they undertook to 'prove-by. it, p.. 14. 
Prot.'g.” And ſo ſince it was-ſchiſmaticall. 
for our reaſon, it could not be ſchiſmari- 
call for theirs , as they were to. prove it. 
to have been ſchiſmaticall. 'To thisrea- 
ſon they never yet anſwered. Seeing. 
therefore no more. can be evinced from . 
I the ſacred Text, then that this c:ſt3ny out 
was-ſchiſmarticall,” as done becauſe they. 
received St. 7ohs ; and: that. implies a ſe- 
paration of ones ſelf , they could never - 
prove from this example,that it had been 
fhiſmaticall, if it had been-done, and not 
for'a reaſon implyingthe ſeparation” of 
VF ones {elf : ſo that: this firſt exam ple 8 | 
9 | void... 
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592 "2" Recapitulation, 
void and null, which was . treated fromp 
:14. tO P. 94. 


--In the third Seton p.:95. Our Adye. 
faries having.undertaken to prove, p, 14 
' That there # ſome attive ſeparation , bejil 
that of ones ſelf ,, which is truly Schiſm, 
Take for their medium this At , To ej 
others ont of. the Church fer thu ſole. ru, 
ſon, viz, for keeping due Cathclique Com 
muniox, ts ſchiſmaticall, p.25, 26, & 
We:anſwer (ibideys)) that ſuch an Ai 
ſchiſmaricall, not as1t is. formally, redu 
plicatively, and qua tals, an wnjuſt ejetli 
oz of others, butas itisan wnjuſt rejedin 
of Catholique Communion, and 1o a (epi 


ration from it in bim - who thus ejcd,* 


others; forit is not poſlible to; conceine 
that any one ſhould openly, and profel. 
ſedly (as Diotrephes did) ejet others out 
of the Church for this ſole reaſon, becai/t 
they keep due Cathdlique Communion, aul 
not withall be conceived to reje&t Catho- 
| lique Communion himſelf , and by that 
rejection to ſeparate himſelf. from the 
Church, and thereby became. a Schiſma 
tique, which is our definition, If there: 
forethey take this. unjuſt- Excommunica 


tion, onely in/e»/# fermals, as itisan ut 
jul: 
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| Excommunication,, and;no-further, 
which they undertook to /proye., and 
rant they take it+ in: that formall ſenſe 
nely) it is not as (ſuch ſchiſmatical. For 
it were ſchiſmaticall purely as /ach , it 
ould ſtillremain ſo, though it were pre- 
inded, and abſtrated from that other 
prmality. of. the -ejefticn of Carholique 
ommunion, which,is containedinit, as 
ebave now declared : and every unjuſt 
communication which hath - nothing: 
all of that reje&#z0y, (but conſiſts, with. 
e union of the unjuſt EjeRor of others, 
the-vifible Catholique: Church) would 
 ſchiſmatical, which can never be evin- 
d from this At of ejefting others , for 
is ſole reaſon , for keeping - Catholique 
mmuzicy. For there the. formality. of 
juſtice-is not preſcinded,;-or ſeparated 
dm'che formality of reje&ion of/Catho- 
que Communion, but-adjoyned to it in 

e and the ſame AR: and. cherefore 
e addition of that rejetion of Catho- 


le Communion, was an.unfit medium 


It 
Ni 


prove, that that AR was ſchiſmaticall, 
It was 4 ſole unjuſt ejeftien of others,and 
rno other reaſon. Now to ſay,as they 


, that every ejeQion of others out o 
the 
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void and null, which was . treated fromy, MW. 


.-.In the third SeRion p.:95. Our Adyer. 
faries having undertaken to prove, p, 14, 
* That there #s ſome attive ſeparation , beſilk 
that of ones ſelf ,, which is truly Schiſme, 
Take for their medium this AR , To ejed 
others out of the Church fer this ſole: reg. 
ſon, viz, for keeping due Cathelique Com 
muntox, ts ſchiſmaticall, p.25, 26, &, 
We:anſwer (ib:dem) that ſuch an Ati 
ſchiſmaricall, not as it is. formally, red. 
plicatively, and qa tals, an wnjuſt jet. 
ox of others, butas itisan xnjuſt rejetin 
of Catholique Communion, and 1o-a ſep 
ration from it in him ; who thus ejeds 
others; foritis not poſſible to; conceive 
that any one ſhould openly, and profel- 
ſedly (as Diotrephes did) ejet others out 
of the Church for this ſole reaſon, becau{t 
they keep due Cathdlique Communion, and 
not withall be conceived to reje&t Catho. 
lique Communion himſelf, and by that 
rejetion to ſeparate himſelf. from the 
Charch, and thereby -became a Schiſma. 
tique, which is our definition, If there- 
fore they take this. unjuſt-Excommunica- 


tion, onely in /zn/# fermals, as itisan u- 
Juit 


:14.t0 P. 94. 


| 4 Recapitulalun. 
juſt Excommunication., and; no further, 
which they undertook [to prove, and 
Trant they take it-in that formall ſenſe 
nely) it is not as ſuch ſchiſmarical. For 
f it were ſchiſmaticall purely as /#ch , it 
xould ſtill remain ſo, though it were pre- 
cinded, and abſtrated from that other 
ormality. of. the rejeficn of Catholique 
Communion, which,is contained init, as 
ve-have now declared : and every unjuſt 
xcommunication which hath - nothing: 
it all of that zeje&##0z, (but conſiſts. with. 
te union of the unjuſt EjeRor of others, 
othe-vifhle Catholique: Church) would 
de ſchiſmatical, which can never be evin- 


- + 4 


he addition of that rejetion of Catho- 
que Communion, was an unfit medium 
0.prove, that that Ac was ſchiſmaticall, 
a5 it was 4 ſole unjuſt ejeftion of others,and 
lor no other reaſon. Now to ſay,as they 
0, that every ejeRion of others out - 
ene 
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594 A Recaputulation. 
the Church, for keeping: due Catholiq 
Communion ,/-is an unyuſt ejection, x 
done for that cauſe; and therefore chi 
maticall, as it is #juſt,” or qua talts, isy 
illogicall and fallacious -Argument , j 
thar- reaſon of keeping due Catholiqu/ 
Communion, may either be: conſiders 
permeate: asitisa good, vertuous, an 
holy aRtion , or as containing*nothin 
badin it, andſo can giveno juſt cauſe 
Excommunication : or ſpecifically , at 
formally , as itis a particular union , at 
adheſion to- Catholique Communin 
now it renders the Excommunicationu 


juſt; asit is conſidered generically one\Wr 
and notas itis ſuch a /pecefical! formaldſpf * 
ty, or qxa tals, for ry 'Excommun 


cation of others, inflied for doingar 


vertuous aGion whatſoever; or for thor { 


which is not ſinfull, will be formally u 
juſt, whether ict haye the ſpecificall notit 
of the keeping due Catholique Comm 
nion, or no; and by this diftin&ion i 

ſolved all their Sylogiſticall Proofs di 
perſed in divers places of this,and the fo 
lowing Sections, which proceed materi 
ly, as this keeping Catholique Commun 
on is conſidered inits genericall notion0 
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a-00Jattion; 8c; and npt formally-ac- 
ordingy to' its: ſpecitical}-'formality',;:-or 
114 tals.” And: hereby wealſo: proved, 


tat this foreſaid *a& , / brought as a 


proof of your Afertion, which was, That 


ane: mjuſ Separation of others 'was ſchiſ= 


aticall, beſide that of ones ſelf; was deſtru- 
Wcive of it ſelf : for it muſt be to prove 
your faid Afertion' a ſeparation, 'and xot 
ones ſelf,” and yet it isa formall ſepara- 
ion of ones ſelf, for that very.act of eje- 
ting others, for this ſole reaſon, for keep» 
wg due Catholique' Communion:; as WOrk= 
np-upon this formall motive, will in pri- 
ritafe rations be conſidered as a rejetFion 


f Catholique Communion” by the Eje- 
our ,/ ere it beconſidered , as an unjuſt 
jeftion of 'others; for a cavſe which can«. 

vt deſerve thatiejeRion, that is, for'a: 


ertuous, and holy action. 


And laſtly, hence appears, that as in. 


he former Section. they broughtan ex- 
ample from Diotrephes , which proved 
im onelyTo be a'ſchiſmarique ; becauſe 
dy originally dividing himſelf from Saint 
fohy, he ſeparated himſelf from the 

hole Church, inall the inſuing aRs, be- 


Wcauſe all were done upon that motive , ſo 
| here 
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596 A Recapitelation, 
here, to provexhat there.is fome ſchiſma. 
tical ;a& beſide 'the; ſeparation: of: one; 
ſelf ;-they have brought anaR., which 
eſſentially is a ſeparation of ones elf 
from the whole viſible © hurch , which 
rather. proves the quite -\contrary, 
and-helps rather,:then' hurts our defini. 
non; -; © 18 9-30 2 

In the firſt Se&ion of the ſecond 
Chapter, p, 131. we prove the Authori- 
ties of St. Cypriay, and St Hierome,cited, 
P- 13T. and 132.: toi deliver the true 
notion, and nature of; ſchiſme-(and there. 
by to confirm our 'definition)by-premi- 
ling 5. Notanda, from p. 141. to o, 
150. and confirmed them by: the Au. 
. thorities of the holy Fathers, which may 
be read''there. : ;/Fhen: we; prave, that 


Doctor Hammend delivers our: detinition 


in expreſs terms, fromip:; 151. to. 155. 
This done from -pag. 156 to. 168: in the 
ſecond SeQion, we prove' our definition 
by moſt clear. Authorities of other Anci- 
ent Fathers. Inthe thigd Sefion,. from 
p. 169. to-p..182. we evidence. it from 
others later-Catholique; Authours. And 


laſtly, in the 4. Section, from p. 183. to 


188. we manifeſt the truth of it gy 
the 
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the authority of Engliſh Proteſtant Au- 
yours, and thoſe the chief amongſt 
them. To none of theſe have we yer 
received any anſwer, as wenote, p. 188. 
We can give no'other account of this 
Chapter, unleſs we recited the Authori- 
nies, which would be too large, and 
therefore we remit the Readers to them 
in their proper places. | 

" They affirm in their Definition;pag. 1, 
27 and in diverſe other places, as p. I 94, 
195. 201, 202. that ſchiſme deſtroyes 
both the Actuall Communion and unity 
of the viſible Hierarchicall Church ; and 
yet when they come to the laft upſhot of 
their main proof, they inſilt onely upon 
Communion , and make no mention of 
Unity being deſtroyed by unjuſt Excom- 


| munication. - Now, as we have proved, 


pag. 220, 223; 224. all ſchiſme muſt 
deſtroy, not the aual Communion onely, 
but the Unity of the viſible Church, 
that is, ſchiſme is of ſuch a nature, that 
thoſe, who were one Body with the 
Church before ir, become a different and 
oppoſite Body from, and againſt it, by 
ſchiſme : which (moſt evidently) is not 
done by the ſole force of any Excommu- 
nication 


© 


598 A Recapitulation, 


nication whatſoever.,. whether.;z/? or 
unjuſt; for there; the, parts excluded 
from. ARuall -:Communian with the 
Church; raiſe not themſelves as oppoſite 
parties againſt the Church, ſuffering px 
tiently that contumely (in unjuſt Ex- 
communication) with hopes to: be re. 
Rored by juſt Appeals to their higher Sy. 
periours ;” and in the izterizz bearing a 
duereſpe& and acknowledgment of the 
' Authority of thoſe, who unjuſtly excom. 
municated them. For as unjuſt Baniſh. 
ment of others is in.it ſelf no Sedition, or 
rebellion, in a Commonwealth, fo is no 
unjuſt EjeRion of others Schiſme in che 
Charch : which "may: be ſeen more at 
largein the forecited places, and pag, 
207, 208. and the proof of it in the - 
cond Chapter of Authorities. 

They grant,pag-212, & 213. That the 
ſame perſon at the ſame time may be a 
reall crue part, and Biſhop of, and in the 
viſible Catholique Church, and'yer a true 
reall S$chiſmatique , quite. againlt the 
common judgement of all prudent Chri- 
ſtians, as they acknowledge, pag. 255: 
and the clear words of St. Aug»ſtin cited 


by us, pag. 113. and never yet —_ 
7 


y them ; and generally of the Ancient 
achers; Chap. 2;; S&CQt; 12. 3 

Pag. 321. they grant, that the Biſhop, 
pf Rome: is a true: Catholique Biſhop , 
ind ha's crue Juriſdiction,at leaſt over-his 
"wn Dioceſs of Ree ; and conſequent. 
y they muſt grant, that all choſe Pres 


ates and People, who live in Cothmuni- 


"n-with him, are true parts:, each: re- 
peQively_ in- his degre&; of the Catho- 
ique Church ; and thence will follow, 
hat Proteſtants ſeparating themſelves 
om them, and neither living in Com- 
union of ſubordination to: them , nor 
olding Communion of coordination 
with them, muſt be formall Shiſma- 
QUES. : fy 

Having been charged by us p. 312. 
hat many of their opinions were anathe- 
atized by the Patriarchs and Biſhops 
doth of the Weſt, and Eaſtern Churches 
n the fourth Generall Councell of Late- 
 (@-r, they endeavour by all means to dif. 
redit the Canons-of that Councell, which 
ve have proved to be authentique and le- 
Fall. and anſwered all they have alledged 
againſt them, from p. 325. to p. 367. our 
proofs were both from the teſtimony ot 
rae 
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the Canons themſelves, and from note. 
lucancy of the Bifhops in the Councel| 
when'tliey were. publiquely read, as Cz. 
 nonically conſented to:by them ; nor af. 
ter the Councell'was ended, ever protet 
edagainſt, by any of the Biſhops , wh 
Fat in that Councell, eithec of the We. 
fern, or Eaſtern Church, as if they hil 
been conceived and. compoſed by 1. 
:74 the Third, hd forced by: him up 
the Councell, (as our Adverſaries afficn) 
when the ſaid Biſhops were returned t 
their Sees,and hadtheir freedom. As1lf 


ſo becauſe thoſe Canons were authentic. 


ted 28 Yearsafter the Councell, by beins 
enrolled into the publique Statute-Book 
of the Roman Church, char is, into ti! 
Decretalls, equally with the Canons 0 
other Generall Councels, and becauk 


the chief Hiſt>rians and School-Authori 


(lome whereof flouriſhed preſently afte 
the Councell (have each in his reſpeQir 
time mentioned and cited them, as gent 
ine Canons of the Fourth Councell 0 
Lateran ever ſince, and laſtly, becauſcalWh 
the reaſons and authorities of ſome Hiſto 
rians, 'which our Adverſaries product 


againſt them, "never expreſly deay then 
[( 
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2x burthenſome ; which might be verifi- 


hough all the Biſhops , much more the 
jor part of them, had voted them, and 


aich) which might ſeem burthenſome 
0 many , who were no great favourers 
of Eccleſiaſticall firitneſs : or the words 
hey cite, ſpeak of ſome things done , ei- 
ber immediately before the Councel, or 
reſently after it, concerning the charges 
"Wnd diſpatches about the holy war. The 
« Dd Autho- 


GOL 
to be the true Canonicall Decreesof chat 
Councell , or lay , Char the major part of 
.ſ the Biſhops conſented not to them; or ſo 
"WM much as infinuate, that Imnccertives the 
Ml Pope ever went about to forge Canons of 
his own,and father them upon the Coun- 
cell ;| bur' onely draw their: Arguments 
either from the want of certain Ceremo- 
nies,as ſubſcriptions, applauſes, &c.which 
are wanting in five or {1x general] Coun- 
cells, as welJas in this; or from this, that 
oMſome of thoſe, that were preſent in the 

ECouncell (whereof above 400. were no 
Biſhops , and many of them LZay-men) 
teemed ſome of the Canons grievous, 


d of thoſe, who were -not Biſhops, + 


eto be applied to'the ftri& Canons of . 
Diſcipline , (and not to the Decrees of 
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Authority therefore of this Councell be. 
ing thus vindicated, our Argument re- 
turns to its force, that Engliſh Protettants 
ſtand obnoxious to. the excommunicg- 
rions 4 jare, pronounced againſt all thoſe 
who maintain ſome of thoſe Tenents, 
which are forbidden under pain of Ex- 
communication , by. all the Patriarchs, 
and a great number of the Biſhops both 
of the Eaſt and Weſt Church aſſembled 
rogether ina lawfull Generall Councel 
above four hundreds years ago. 


After that we had preſſed againſt them, IF: 


that according to their principles, not 
onely unjuſt Excommunication , but un- i 

juſt /»/þenſron and interaift alſo , would 
be Schitme, which wasa thing ſo unheard 
of amongſt all kinde of Authours , that 
we conceived they would never admit 0f 
that conſequence., notwithſtanding p, 
2c9 they fully admit it , and ſifly defend 
it, even ſo farasto inſert into their for- 
all notion of Schiſme: and when we told 
them , that if our definition. were: defe. 
dive for not mentioning /eparation if 


others, (as they urge againſt us) then will 


theirs bedefeCtive tor not mentioning un- 
; ſt fe a ſpenſion, interaitt,. &x. but onely ſe. 
paration 
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paration of others'from'the Clutch", 4y- 
amuſÞ Excotttivnication,, atd that every” 
part wh# 16 Moo# itt "in then! es td conſerve 
Comthtbdnd ©wberher of ſubordination,gy co-' 
odinatiof Now eeing neitheriof theſe are? 
infringed 'by unjuſt ſufpenſion or inter. 
di& che whole extent ot their definicion 
1s verified without the incluſion either of - 
utjuſtTuſpenfion or interdict.* And ſee- 
ing,'as wy tive ſaid abovep. 2or. That 
very Schiſmeis a rex in che Church,and 
Fyery rent includes atleaſt a tearing one 
jece from ahother,, and no ſuch tearing 
51nade by unjuſt ſuſpenſion, or interdi&, - 
(for all-parts remain united as they were 
efore, m-one Politique Body of the 
hurch) it cannot be conceived, that un- 
muſtſuſpenion, or interdi&, ſhould be- 
ong to the formal! notion of Schifme.. 


p They are fo large in their deſcription ; 
" hf Schifmep:226-thatbeſidethat which ] 
F hey call criminal Schiſme (and isindeed Ic 
' Wie onely Schiſme mentioned 'amongſt - 


he holy Fathers ; for all true and proper 
chiſnte'; according 'to them, ſeparates 
Im, who commits it; from the unity of 
"Wie crueCatholique Church , as we have 
" W@roved*Chap.'2, Se. 1,2:) they conſti- 44] 

pd2 we ' Wi 


at, 


C04. A Recapitulation. 
tute another , ' which they call wvexial! 
Schiſme , which poſition both quite over. 
throws their own definition, (for it nei. 
ther ſeparates tFemſelves nor others from 
che Church ,. for it can be no /mall effexce 
co effeR either of theſe ſeparations , for 
want of due deliberation, or taking due 
information (which they alledge). will 
not excuſe any one ; becauſe in matters 
of ſo. great concern, every one hath a 
ſtrict obligation to take a ful informati- 


on before he proceed to an unjuſtice of 


ſo high a nature: ) yet ſeeing they conſti 


tute, and could convince us (which they 


can never do) to be guilty of ſuch a light 
Schiſme as this, what would it avail 
them to work our converſion to them? 
ſeeing ſucha Schiſme will be no hinde- 
rance to our ſalvation in that Church, 
wherein we are , as we have urged them 
in another place, but could never yet gtt 
an Anſwer. 

Page.196, 197, 200. they cite certain 
Texts of Scripture for their Joon notian 
of Schiſme ; which we anſwer from p. 
262.. top. 269. tobe either meant of 
<chiſme taken in a large ſenſe , (as it is 
7obn g.) or for Hereſie; and that che 


A Recapitulation. 605 
Sryecavias Tergrres there ſpoken of , is 
onely the inventing and maintaining of 

falſe doQrines againſt Faith, which make 
formally of themſelves a divifion from 
the true Church,  — | 

We had faid p. 314, 315. that Hiere- 
mas Patriarch of Conſtantinople witnel- 
ſeth in his cenſwra Eccleſae oriental;s, that 
the preſent Eaſt Church ' agrees in all 
points of Controverſie betwixt us and 


Proteſtants, with us againſt them, ſave: 


| onely in that of the Popes ſupremacy. 
Here they formalize upon this word i 4/! 
points, and endeavour: to prove that in 
ſome two or three they rather favor Pro. 
teftants then us; which wereit ſo , they 


mult firſt grant, thatin all thereſt, which 
are the moſb ſubſtantiall and materiall, 
they agree with us againſt them , which | 


is no ſmafl diſadvantage to their cauſe : 
For by this they muſt confeſſe, that both 
the Eaſt and Weſt Churches are againſt 
them in all the moſt high points of -Con- 
troverſie betwixt- ts: But even in thoſe 
two or three ſmall obſervations, which 


they make from Hieremi his epiſtle, his 


proofs fail much ſhort of what he intends 
to-evince from them. He citcs therefore 
Dd 3 Chap, 
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G06 A Recapitulatios. 
.Chap..13.,mbere.Hieremias eras to fay, 


that ſins omitted through. ſhameſaſine; 


in.confeſlion,;axe pardoned-with ghe, ref 
Butfixſt where-is-this,a paint: of - Contro. 
verſie betwixt us and Proteſtants? Our 
Contrayerſe 1s, - whether Auricular:Con. 
feſſion 15 to. be praQtifed, gr-n0-?- And in 
that be is plainly for us in this-yery Chi: 
Pter. What may ,or .may-aot. excuſe 
the penitent in ſome. caſes, maybe a con. 
rroverlie |betwixt Hieremmias andus ,, but 


is.none - betwixt us and Proteſtants , til} 


firſt they admit-A icularGonigſÞon., 4 
muck astheEaft Ghurch;admits it; whi 
35, that to obtain the $erfelt rewiffhor of an 
ns, we wuſt confeſs: all our fins 10 ogr (fi 
2ithall Father, with acomtrite end hum: 
heart, and all the parts of them »1.ap far 4 
arr minde inables #5, and 8, we can remen: 


per. And that fn covered wb fdence 154 


diſeaſe; that lier hidaen withip ane ; as bt 


fayes in the ſame Chapter, andcites forit Þ 


St. Baſi/ the Great. ' Secondly, (though 
we will determine nothing in. fo bard 3 


matter) it may haply fo fall out ſome- Þ 
- times, that certain ſhamefull young crea- Þ 
tures may beſo ſuddenly ſurprized with 


Nhame, that for the preſent it may excuſe 
them, 


s Bo 5B © 5 imRsz 


ut 


A Recapitalation, Lo7 
them, (as other- ſudden -paſſions do in 
other' caſes) from a morrtall ſin, in-not 


expreſſing ſome ' of their fins; -and fo 


thoſe fins may 'be forgiven with the reſt 
by Almighty'God , though not directly 
by vertue of Prieftly Abſolution : And 
therefore Hrieremias ſayes not here , thas 
the Ghoftly Father remits ſuch forgotten 
and-unexprelſed fins by power of the 
Keys, but onely that he prayes to God, 
that God will 'pardon them, and' hopes 
they may obtain pardon : fo that there 


remains ſtilFan obligation to -confeſſe- 


thoſe very ſins another time, when they 


return to our remembrance, 'orwhen that 


extream ſudden paſſion 'efſhame and fear 

is over, which then prevents reaſon. 
Their ſerond 'ObjeRion is drawn from 

rhe Epilogue of Hieremias\, p. 137, & 


| 738. whete he faith, That the Lutherans: 
judge arizht, in affirming, that a// ought 
| toreceive in both kindes ; and that the 
cuſtome of the Greek Church is to do 
ſo. Anſwer, there are two things to be 
| conſidered. * The firſt, what is matter of 
| Faith in this point; (of which we onely 


treat, when we ſay that the Eaſt Church 
agrees with us againſt Proteſtants in all 
4-4 points 
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. 608 A Recapitulation. 
points.contr overted betwixt Proteſtants 
and us, &c,) The ſecond, what is matter 
of diſcipline. and practice concerning 
Communion , which touches not our de. 
bate. - Now it isevident, that Hieremiy 
treats not here, that it is matter of faith 

eo receive both, by any neceſlity , either 

medii, Or precepts divini, either abſolute. 
ly neceſfary in it ſelf, or by divine precept 
co ſalvation alwayes for all , for then he 


ſhould contradi& what he fayes in the | 


third Chapter, that « part of the Sacra- 
ment of the body and blood of Chriſt is 
given to- ſuch as are baptized preſently 
after Baptiſme , for bad it been neceſſary 
alwayes to receive both kindes , they 
ſhould not give oxe part, b#t two parts of 
the Sacrament to them, that is, the ſpeci. 
esof bread and wine, ſee more of this 
Ceremony in Arcuidixs, treating of Ba- 
Ptiſme, as alſothat one ſole ſpecies of 
bread is given to thoſe who are to be 


married, even publiquely inthe Church in- 


the ſolemnization of that Sacrament in 
the Greek Church. He ſpeaks therefore 
(as appears by his words) of publique 
Communion in or after Maſſe, which 


qught to be done in both kindes , ſo long. 


As 


as Ecclefiaſticall goverrs forbid it nor, 
ming the Grect- 


as they yet do not a 
' ans. TEENS Als. \- 

- 'Your thirdexception,is the-permitting 
married perſons to: be made Prieſts, and 


to live according to the ſtate of marriage \ 
after Prieſthood, which is no point of faith - 


(whereof... we onely treated) -and was 


agreed upon by the Latine-Charchin the - 


Councell of | Florence - ( and io not abſo« 


lutely. contrary totheir dorine)-andno. 


A. Recapitulation. 609. 


Prieſt is permitted amongſt them to mar. - 


ty afcer Prieſthood, nor any man to live 


according-to that ſtate after he makesthe - 


vows of chaſtity in religion; (and the 


fame is of-Bfſhops) which is agreeable - 
ro us, - and.contrary: unto. the Protes - 


ſtants. . 


Your laſt 'exception (to our beſt te-- 


membrance, for you never ſent us che pa- 
pers of that reading) was in themartter of 
the reall preſence, which is indeed a point 


. 
LA 
E - 


of faith. Bat what you alledge C. 10--: 


from Hyeremias his words-againtt it, is a 


miſtake, not a proof. For when he {ayes, , 


Neque verg, aut tnc,-cum illts porrigeba- 
tar, ca caro quam Domus ak; In Ct 
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tum, ant nuuc ip diving miſfteriorum ad-. 


»:iniſtratione, tanguam corpiullua ſurſum 
tranſlatuns de celo iterum deſcendat (hug 
enim blaſphermnm: eft , ): &cii'; Neither 
then, when it was 40perted.,; mas thus fleſh 
which out" $auioar carried abont with hin, 
given to the. Apoſtles for meat ,. nor. that 
blood for drink.;. or now, in the,divine aami- 
nitration of the. Myſteries, as: if that bud) 
which tranſlated on- high , 'deſceuds.again 
from heaven, (for that mere blaſphemy: ) 
&c. - Where the ſecond part.of the ſen- 
tence explicates the-firft,, and declares 
that bis meaning is., that this myſtery 
happpens not.by locall motion,or leaving 
the place where-he was. before;, but by 
tranſmuration, or-tranſubſtantation of 
bread and. wine into his true body and. 


blood. (as he ſayes.in the-next following: 
words:) $0 that. as he now. leaves nat his 
placein heayen to enter into che mauths, 


and become the food'of Chriſtians. ſo in 
the firſtzoſtirytion he- left :nat- the; place 


wherein he then viſibly. was., to enter- | 
:1nto the mauths, and become the foadot 


the Apoliles. But how clear. Hieremiac 


is for therealk-preſence, andtranſubſtan- 
Mation, willappear to.aby ane who reads. 
BA 6 ; him 


— 


A Recapitulation. 


_ nifeſtly aſſerts rranſubſtanttation,and the 
reall preſence,.c.13.p.71. where he firft 
_ diſtinguiſhes it from:that bread which be- 
fore conſecration 15-dedicated! or-conſe. 
crated to God, and ſayes; that after con. 
ſecration,it becomes the true bread which 


came . down from. heaven , and by the. - 


truch of the-word., is truly and really 
changetl.:; 77 36 (8 

\ Wecite next Aa T beologoram Witten- 
bergenſinm. + You anſwer firſt; that they 


were not of.the Engliſh Church. | Se-- 
condly , that others might be amongſt: 
themof a contrary opinion, they being 


qnely but a few Divines of one univerſity, 
But whether they were - precifely of. the 


Engliſh Profeſſion , or no, or whatſo- - 
ever chey might differ from- others ir. 


points of religion amongſt them; yerthey 
were men of learni | 

gſttlieir own, and yours, the Prote- 
tant party, and ſoareſuppoled in-a.mat- 
terof fact, efpecially which madeagainſt 


them , not to have related things: others - 


wiſe then they were, and ſo to have made! 


a true relation, that the Greek Charctv- 
1s contrary.to youandthemin the. points | 


there 


Grr ; 
him1n this Chapter , where he moſt ma 


; and repute a- 
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612 A-ReCapitulations. 
there mentioned by them. 2 [7 
Laſtly. we -cite Sir Edwin Sands to the 
fame purpoſes,to which you giveno other 
Anſwer , then chat you had not ſeen his 
book, which, we think,. will p-ve as little 
fatisfaQionto your: Readers, as.it does to 
our allegation of his Authority, Bur. it 


- ſeems, when you could *not:deny that- Ire 


was of your profeſlion, and Church; (as 


you did:of the former) you thought: beſt bn 


co plead ignorance, 'where nothing <lſe 
would ſerve to avoid his teſtimony. 
The ſum of this long and eager con- 
traſt about ques mg -notion and nature 
of Schiſme, and them new acception of the 
word Charch., which: we treat Chap. 3. 
from p. 189.-t0 p.-414. comes inthe up- 
ſhot to this, That their formall reaſon of- 
Schiſme,- as. it is new. and neveryet- 
Srounded - by . them , (nor - ever-to be 
srounded) in any claſtique Authour, old- 
or new. theirs or ours, and for that aJone 
to-be ſuſpeed- by all: ſober perſons ,-of 
inſufficiency: ſo.itis wholly inconſiſtent: 
with the nature of Schiſme, and abſolute-- 
Jy nal in itſelf : which we ſhew thus from- 
their own words. | 
They ſay :pag. 197. print, - As edition. 


#5 


yy Irxv5e: fa: inthe State, ſos Sthiſme in 
the Charch?, which muſt be-takenfor an 

niverfall propoſition, Now all-ſedirion 
s.fach' a-Sy,o-acie , or Divifion'in the 
State; whereby 'the ſedirious ſeparate 
hemſelve- 'from-the State , by a poſitive 


e- ſuch a-duxoracie 'in' the *.Church; 
rhereby the-Schifmatique ſeparates him- 
df from the Church by a--pofitive and 
ormall oppoſition againſt it ,” which asit 
nakes *chiſme to agree with our detiniti- 
"n, fo it makesit-to diſagree with theirs, 


r, as.is. evident, And as they ſay here, 
bat all Schiſme- is S1yoc+6is ,- to they 
kemand pap, 201. print, thus. has x» 


nd continuity (as it were). of that- body, 
hich before was entire ?* Now- a vent. 1n- 
olitique bodies is onely: then- ſaid -pro- 
erly ro: be, when thereare two ſeparate 
arties contending-the one againſt - the 
ther, which before. were united... For. 
0-man can ſay, that-a ſole unjuſt baniſh- 
tent, or outlawry., of perſons from a 
xularſtate, is 4 re» in that ſtate ;- which 
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and formall' oppoſition againft ict, ! Ergo; 
xccording co chem, all Schiſme mu alfo 


ind the formall reaſen which they give of _ 


4TU4 (Schiſme) bur a rent of: the unity | 


then 


$14 A Recapitulation 


then onely happen, when ſedition or re fr 
o- 


bellion follows upon it, either in the uy 
juſt baniſher, or in thoſe ,, who were un. 
juſtly baniſhed; So neither .is unjuſt Ex 
- communication alone' of ſome'from the 

Church ; 4#exe.in the Church for tha 
onely bappens, when ſpirituall ſedition 


and rebellion follows upon it,either in the 


pajuſt' Excommunicatour , op in thok, 
who areunjuftly.excommunicated. 


- Which will more cleatly appear byin.ſ 


ferting: here ſome paſſages in your la 
papers: which through inadvertency had 


eſcaped the print. Youcherefore preſsu 


thus. 
9g: 35 P:. 


which in this you pretend to anſwer, me: com 


ploincdearneſly of the liks deflrory dat 
3g, : 4u8: yet Jour go os frill to ratnoninaitÞr. ; 
er defynits0n, while yow-ought: £0: apply  Yonr 


 felrmes to.tha defence of your own. . 
G; 


? You are not-to limit- yourAdyerſaris | 
Ardiwmtoſtrengtien his own, or Y in-t 
rm 


The next part of your diſcourſe 1 raiſelif 
againſt the perfeitron of our definition, wh 
you know, and wehave told yuu before , uWen: 
20t new. the queſtion. Nay, in our reply, 1 


| 


4 Recapitulation. ary, 
fear yur cauſe; as he findesfit occaſion, 
or reaſon.. And what contenderin Logi- 
call Diſputes limits the Arguments of bis 
Opponents; ar. appoints him-what »:ediv 
an heis. cotake?: Weoppole: your defi- 
nition: here :occaſionabirer, \ arguing that 
you cannot-fay what you affirm, becauſe 
tis Ceſtructive, of your own definition. 

Jad not. you givemthis-occaſfion , we had 
been ſilent in that point; If there- 
foreyour definition be impugned before 
is time , you may thank your ſelves. 
Ir10, ee aFIOD £24 3:4" L 

: Bk 


- Now'as \any- accuſation-of 'vur- definition 
ere in tha place improper. ,” ſo! that which 


ſellfhens here tharge it with is miſt ſtrange, Fer 
h brſt you tell us, our comprehending unjuft 


penances., corporall.puniſhments-, and- 
an hundred other unjuſt Acts. within our 


-Mclinition feem-ro-make itiofia monſtrous 


ri 
) i 
rm 


xtent.-" 7 bus wo'\axe accuſed: f making 
ur at finition- too. redundant! yg Nexe- Fore 
47, Penances;faſtings,' watchings, and 
orporall. puniſhments unjuſtly inflicted; _ 

nhot; be contained under any part of. 
wx definiriop;” and wereinot' exprefſec-in- 
;whety they oughs:to-have-bucn; 25d 

' ; ] | ſo: 
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fo we are arcuſed: of making 4 definitin h 
which 15 redundant, reanndant and defic 
ent in refpett: of the ſame thing. Penay 
ces and torperall puniſhments ,*that u« th 
firſh obgeftion :'' penances and 'corporall py 
wiſhments are contained under 910 pat of an 
Aefiniticn , that 5s the ſecond obettion. 4 
how we ſhonld be guilty of charges. focm 
tradj&ory we cannoi ſee. 

LL; 4 =y _ AB WETy | X 
> Uno abſundo dato mille ſaquntar. Houſe 
ordinary 1s-it in Logical! Diſputes for al 
Opponent to infer contradiions fron 
ſomeabſurd conceſlion of his Adverſary$ 
And we wonder- you ſaw nos this to be Wc 
not onely very poſlible, bur very.ordinÞa) 
ry: Wehad proved, that the act aflign. $0 
ed by you. of../eparating. others from tha 
Church, onely for keeping due (atholiqn{ 
Communion , Was forma by ſchiſtmatical 8 
onely becauſe it. was done for that ſole# 
reaſon. Therefore, ſaid we, every un- 
juſt act done to others for that ſole. reaſm 
-will be-ſcluſmaticall. For whereſoever 
the formal! reaſon , orcauſe is, there mult 
be the-formalis effetns.of. it., Therefore 
we inferred unjuſt penances; watchings, if 
corporall-puriſhmeats, '&c, infited fa 

171 f 


|, fl Recapitulation, G27 - 
his (ole reaſon will be ſchiſmaticall in the 
nflitour of them | Then we ſubſumed, 
ut you put into your definition the - wn- 
uſt ſeparation of others, which: hitherto is 
Iroved to be ſchiſmaticall , onely becauſe 
nflited for that reaſon. Therefore all 
xher unjuſt aRts, which may be inflicted, 
or that ſole reaſon , ought to have been 
nominated in it, as'well as that. - But if 
hey had been all nominated , ſeeng bun- 
Ireds of them may be reckoned up, your 
lefinition would have become monftrouſ- 
y redundant : Ergo. Onthe other fide, 
hough all cheſe other unjuſt ARs ought, 
cording to. your conceſſion here , to 
aye been inſerted: into your definition, 
ou have expreſly inſerted none , ſave 
tat of unjuſt ſeparation 3 Ergo your defi- 
tion is deficient for wanting that mon- 
trous redundancy , which it ought to. 
ave had according to what you here 
rant, So that your definition muſt ei- 
her have been monſtrouſly redundant, 
{r monſtrouſly deficient. Nay, your de- 
nition is both monſtrouſly redundant 
or comprehending ſo great a number of 
ts, which 2 paritate rations ought to 
Pave been expreſſedin it., IIS 
'F y 
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Ay deficient ,becarſeit expreſſes one one. of 
:ty of thoſeaQs; which a-paritate ration, ſh. C 
tought to-have-expreſfed.” What opalii.ot 
underftanding eannot<aſily feethis > Orv 
-whoſees not asclearly , that which fol. 9 
'lows next, viz. That-according to what: 
-you have ſaid here, all thoſe a&ts were toliſh 

'havebeen exprefled in your definition , iÞ06 
4t had been infticutet/ as it' ſhould half 
been? and yet cannot beexpreſſed init”? 
As it now's; it being ſuppoſed 'by youth 
- be a compleat Definition withougg# 
—_—- | | 
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© Again you ſay, An hundred other adv 
which in themſelves alone have no violggh4t 
tion of Church Communion were to haſ*i- 
been *expreſſed in- onr definition off 

Schiſme , and at the ſame time you tw 
- us, that they cannot be concained und 
any part of our detinition , feeing theyſ®®* 
contain no violation of Catholiqug® 
Communion, or the benefit of it, 7% 
which we anſwer , That whatſoever aut / 
Contain no violation of Cathol:que Commuf®® 
Won, is not contained in our definition ; nf 
ther can it be contained in any true definitif®, 


on of Schiſme , becauſe the formalis rati!® 
0 


df Recepitwleton | -639 
a Schiie conſiſts in \thegiulation of 
©. dd pnhenees Jardan, Theſe 

ch in thewſeluis.alwve have 

w viclarew. of Communion, eught.to. have 
". Th expreſſ ed in our definitios , aud render 
ths reaſon, kecanſe-they would be acts as 
Chilmaticall,asunjuftiſepararionof 
Yothers.is.;\ 17 e anſwer, that. what you brivg 
fares 4 rifeſt falſhoed. For av 
Manuf ſeparation of others, \16.4 violation of 
| wh wrch Communion ,, and thoſe Atts which 
Jou mention, Are HOAACy: \Aeiexf0 iawve 110 
4.9 "7h Cheech Conpmuryen-} But io 
Yar milarier of Ghimrel Cone 
nei borldhs me Schiomaiced,. ac 6-05 
Wow of (Gammunice.. Tore theſe 

Ri engl ly gan net ogg 41d Sou 
effuatcal,; os! Py 19/08: Weparation af 

t | tif T's. 

dell #s reply therefine.t0 your dirjunſline ale 
rhelife# ion, that giv defivizion 55 meer imperſel# 
q @ apt of thoſe atis, mhich contain uo wie- 
ion of © hare Coammuniay, becauſe no 

*y atts canpe truly Schiſmaticall : and 

mupb t/aever ps wat ſuch, ought mit $0 be canr 
wi wed 5 pit, Onthe uther fi ide, onr defunits- 
[7 per fefted, by containing ingr the unjuſ 


atidf2ar.ation of others ;, becauſe thas # un it 
ſelf 
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ſelf ſchiſmaticall : - and. being added to t 
ſeparation of ones ſelf, maketh up the com 
pleat notion of Schiſme. Aud your defini 
 fiou will never appear perfett, till you havg 
«dded this part of ours toit. MF. 
* As you have deferred the treating of Sul. 
penſions and Interdidts 70 ayother part offi 
Jour diſcourſe; ſo' muſt we' defer our av 
ſwer, being forced to follow whitherſoever 
Jour objetiions lead ns. - 
C 
This whole Paragraph is a flat deniall 
of our Concluſion without anſwering tc 
our premiſes. Wecontend, that though 
thoſe defigned as 'contain-no - violation 
| won Communion in themſelves - 
are xxjuft , yet they containit inthe 
formall _ Rugter they are done ;] 
namely, for keeping dxe Catholique (om- 
'wrvioy, For we have already ſhewed, 
that he, who exerciſes an'injurious at 


againit another, for this ſole reaſon , vio-M 


lates Church Communion in himſelf, by 
ſeparating of himfef: Now you anſwer, 
that-itis impoſlible, any aR- ſhould be 
contained-in the definition of  Schiſme, 
which is nota violation of Church Com- | 
-1n0,which we lay too;but you take no 

norice, # 
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Inotice, that we deny onely, that they are. 
ſuch violations 5 themſelves , as they are 
5 n0wt'Y or are ſuch in rhe formal rea- 
{oz ſuperadded to chem, for which onely 
they_are inflicted : and this you touch 
not here, becauſe itis ſo clear , that' you 
cannot anſwerit. | 
| And here we findea fit occaſion to an- 
ſwer the laſt Paragraph of all the papers, 
which we bave received from you, and 
which was before omitted, it belongs 
to the Treatiſe of the forguall reaſun of 
Schiſme. You fay therefore, as fol-_ 
loweth: WB | 
nk 
Advert therefore, we pray you , this one 
thing , that this fallacy runs generally 
through myſt of your Arguments aud An- 
ſwers made. to ws , that becauſe unjutice, 
4 nnjuſtice , is not formaily Schiſme, ( for 
then all unrighteonſneſs would be ſchiſme ) 
I that therefore ſo oft as we ſay, or prove, that 
an unjuſt Excommmunication , as ſuch , 
ſchiſmaticall, we mean-, that every unjuſt 
Excommunication, as it isunyuſt , z [chiſ- 
| maticall, hoc eſt, as it hath injuſtice init, 
That « notit-we ſay, but that 4s it is an 
unjuſt Excommunication, quarenus ta ls, 
| = 


a” —_— 
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that it; al it is'a formaBly? property; \unju 
ekcommunication ;-ndt' as it 5 \aW whhuſtice 
alon$, nor as atexvonimunieation*aloue\ for 
nithey every unjuſtite',- math teſſe every 
Extomniinication, comes near to beſthifel, 
butt 'every fornially, property; clearly unjuſt 
Excommunication, 4s it dares verrure ups WM. - 
on cutting off a-membev of Chriſti myſtical M. 
Body, andoff the Ettlifiafticall Communi- 0Je 


on; being" for onght as to' him tnnocent, and a , 1 
living mentber 'of Chriſts myſticall Bady: ws 


He' that dares adventure upon this, hiw he 
 canbe excuſed/by yow from that want of the 
truth of love of the neighbour, and of Ec- 
clefiaſticall (ommunios, by which the Fa- 
thers deſcribe Schiſm, you muy pleaſe to try 
iz your ſolutions of our following* Sylle- f 
viſmes-; the Anſwers whereof we now come 
to conftder. | 
C. | 
Whenfoever you inſtance'in unjuſt ex- 
communication'of *others,in'\our 'anſwers | 
we neither conſider 7»j»fice alone', nor | 
Excommunication alone; (as you here ac- 
cuſe* us) arid*you ſhonld have brought 
ſomewords of ours ' wherewe'did*whar- 
you impoſeupon us>, had you* proceeded * 
ſolidly and?gronndedly) but'v/Ctake n- | 


juſt 


ft Excommunication for-whatit is; both. 
ogether, as will. appear by our Anſwers, . 
For we were not. .ſoill verſed i» formali-' 
ies, as to.deduce> from your poſition, ei- 
er that. all unjuſtice , Or every. Excoms 
Wrunicatiouis >chilme. . Butirakingthem- 
 Woth cogether, we ſtill contended, thav no> 
 Wnojuſt. Excommunication, qua #44, asan 
1njuit Excommunication isS chiſme. And 
o all that you have- here ſaid to proveit, 
ze haveanſwered, that unjult Excommu- 
cation, q#4 tals, makes no pokitive ſe- 
paration, or rext in the Church, no more 
ben unjuſt baniſhment, q#a-ra/e, makes a 
| oſitive ſeparation, rent, ſedition, or re- 
| Exllionin the Commonwealth , but onely 
 Mepriving others unjuſtly for a time of- 
ictuall Communion, deſtroyes not that 


Weprived, recain with-the Church, by be- 
having. themſelves-;peaceably; and-' ac- 
Snowledging the authority of their Jaw- 
Jull ſuperiours, who thns-deprived them. 
And when we- alledge inſtances of unjult 
its, which are not Excommunications, 


Ine alwayesjoyn-them to that formal mo 
. tive 


Jadicall unity; which thoſe, who are thus- 


and affirm, that they:muſt alſo, according, 
to your-principles,. be. eſteemed--Schiſme,: 
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tive of RY thoſe injuſtices upon 
others for this -fole reaſon, becanſe rheyſM 
keep due Cathilique Communion : which 
motive as we have now ſeen, compriſes 
the ſeparation of -ozes ſelf within it, 
and fo hath the proper Notion off 
Schiſme. 
" As to their yew acception of the word 
Church, it is manifelt, that they were for- 
. cedtoit,asa meer ſhift to avoid the force 
of our Arguments, which invincibly 
would have concluded againſt them , had 
they perſiſted to take the word Charchin 
the uſuall acception , wherein we both | 
cook it before, for the viſible Hierarchical Il cc 
Church. And this they did quite con- W in 
crary to their acception of the ſame word ill C 
in the precedent words, p. 6. to which Ill th 
they relate in that other paſſage, where | w' 
' they quite change the acception of it into Il ce 
another p. 28. as we have a little above Il C/ 
manifeſted. PSs” mn 
And it is further evident, p. 422, 423, 
425, that before they had faid, He 4/ſo © th 
who ſeparates others unjuſtly from the | ab 
Church Communion, ſeparates himſelf con- i "© 
ſequentially from the Charch. They cited I v1: 
St. Auguſtin in'two or three places, pag. © Fa 
| - 423 
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others unjuſtly from the Church , ſepa- 
rates himſelf from theunicy, and thereby 
becomes a" Schiſmarique. . Now no ſepa- 
Tation' of ones ſelf (even as they grant} 
can make one a Schiſmatique, unleſs ir be 
an externall ſeparation from the unity of 
dill of the vilible Hierarchicall Church. Zrgo, 
r- when they cited thoſe words of: St. Au- 


cel 2:ftin; their opinion was, that ſeparation 


yl of others from the externall union, ſepa- 
dM rates theunjuſt ſeparatour from the ex- 
nl :er-a/l unity of the viſible Hierarchical 
h © Church. But feeing afterward, that chey 
l I could not maintain' this without grant- 
1- Ml ing, that all the Biſhops of the Romane 
4 ll Church, atleaſt were no true members of 
h Þ the Church for this 400. years, if this 
e ll were true, and other the like conſequen- 
0 iff ces, they were forced to change the word 
e il Chnrch into the number of Chriſts lively 
members. | 


3 @ the v5fb/e Church- (which they glance at 
£ © above, and fay , that they deliveredin, 
- & readingof Papers,which they never ſen 


1 i viz that it is ſometimes taken by the holy. 
A 


Fathers for the politique Body-of the 
Ee Church, 


425; as ſaying , thar he who ſeparates ,, 


As to the two different acceptions of 
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626 A -Recapitnlation. 
_ Church, conſiſting-of Bilkops3Paſtsurs, 
and People, | &c, 'and ſometimes. for. the 

- number of: the Saints; or..lively, Members 
united - myſttcally, to, Ghrif- their; head, 
under favour, we-conceive, they miſunder- 
Rand and miſapply;this difiaction... For 
though the holy Fathers, and namely St. 
Angaſtin , very oftentakethe term Ca- 

thelique Church,ot the number.of Gods 
truechtiidren,'Saints, &c..yet: even. when 
he ſpeaks of 'it asſueb, heabſtracts it not 

(as they.do)' from the politique, body of 
the Church ; for one. main-part of the 
ſaritity of Gods peopleconlifts either in 

the due obedience; to:their lawtull :Pre- 

lates, if they; be. ſubjects,” or[in-the right 

govertiment of: their-people., if they'be 
Prelates, and in a collaterall, externall 
Communion in the profeſſion of faith, 

and exhibition of charity -amongſt- Pre- 
lates, and people-of equall. ranks and con- 

ditions : and all Saints muſt be parts © 

this politique Body of the vifible Church, 

ere they can'be'Saints.. So-thar this term 

Catholich Church evertwhen it is uſed for 

the numberofGods children,is ſo.far-from 

exciuding-the. pohticall :axconomy- and 
Hierarchy-of the viftibleChurch , #bat it 
| neceſſarily 
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5, | neceffarily includes it.;; either ;as a part of 
x ic, when thoſe Prelates and people are 


d, BE which'itneceſfatily-eelates., .and-without 
- © which it.cannorſublift, naribe truly,dego+ 
rl minated- the; Catholique:wifible (G hugh, 
t. For chough [wicked Prelates and: people 
e- © be no:partsof the; Catholique Church #9 
this ſenſe, -beoauſe they ;areno true chil- 
dren of \God'y; :yetithe ſanduuty.of. Gods 
childrenneeeffarity relates:torthen ; in 
exhibiting.true- obedience and;reverence, 
even to flich lawfull. Prelates : and the 
ſanRity of good Prelates relates to-the 
due governmentand correGion.of, wick- 
ed and.ungracious people.:; So: thatthere 


ell can be nor full and complear diltinQiodn | 


Il of 'theſe: two-expreflions: 3: AS excluding 
, fl che one the other, becauſe: the ane of 


m | 


ly members. of Chriſt muſt be members of 
the victble Hierarchical Church; and fo 
you fall-into: that very-inartiticiall pro- 
ceeding' whereof. you accuſed us , upon 
your miſciration'of the word voluntary. 
When therefore you take the term Ca- 
thilique "Church in a perfeAt contradt- 
ſtinRionfrom :the Hierarchicall oxcono- 
PT: Ee 2 my 
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Sy » # | 
Gods .childreny; or as a. Connorate,, to 


them includes” the other ; for all the live- 


wt L 
! 4 | 
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my adminiftred in it, and without any 


neceſſary reterence to it, (as you here 
muſt do, if you have given a'Logicall di. 
ſtinRion) and abſtract the internall. ſan. 


city of the lively members of Chriſt | 


from- this externall Government and 
Communion, when you take (we ſay) 
the term of - Cathiliqne Church in this 


manner, you can mean no other, then (as | 


wetruly charge you)the inviſible Church, 
that is, the -number of thoſe , who have 
true ſanity, as they have that , and no 
farther, which is a thing wholly inviſible 
ro men, and known to God onely, And 
the reaſon is, becauſe you take this term 
onely, aSirisa number of thoſe , from 


whom one' is. ſeparated by mortall fin. | 
Now when mortall ſin ſeparates any one | 


from the number of Chriſts lively mem. 


bers, it does it onely by vertue of that | 
formall oppoſition , which is hath with * 
true internall ſanity (as we have decla- | 
red) as conſidered purely in it ſelf, and } 
without reference to any externall cir- | 
cumſtances of government, or otherwiſe, | 
and thus ſtands in oppoſition to that | 
number of lively members , as it is onely | 


internall, ſpirituall, and inviſible. 
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When therefore you conſtitute unjuſt 
ſeparation of "others to ſeparate onely 
from the number of Chriſts lively mem. 
bers, which ſeparatesnot (as you grant) 
from the viſible ( hurch, asit is Hierar- 
chically compoſed of Paftours-and Peo- 
ple-, thoſe: unjuſt Excommunicatours 


remain ſtill-unſeparated from the. lively 


members of Chriſt, as they are members 


| of that Politique Body : and conſequent- 


ly will beatthe ſame-time both »»ſepara- 
ted and ſeparated from thoſe lively mem- 
bers : which: cannot be: ſaid without a 
plain/contradiion, unlefle you ſolve it 
with chis diſtinion, (as we do) that they 
are imvi/ibly ſeparated from thoſe lively 
members , it being onely known to God 
who are ſuch ;; and vi6b1y unſeparated 
from them, as being ſtill united to them, 
as parts of the fame. viſible Hierarchical! 


Church. Tfic ſhould be replied; that they 


may be vi/ib1y ſeparated from: the. lively 
members of Chriſt, by'their lives and con- 
verfations, which are ſo much : different 
from thoſe, who are'true ſervants--of- 
Chriſt, that there isa viſible difference 
berwixt them. We anſwer, that this ob- 
jection can prove no more, then that by 


Ee 3 - "ae: 
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the works of :externa}l converſation can 
onely be garhered a difference from fuch 


as ſeem to. be. lively members of Chriſt, | 
but not from-all ſuch as realy and indeed 


are fo. . -Fvr many Hyporrites may in ex. 
ternall ſhew ſeern-as goodas Saints; and 
injuſtices may be, and are commonly done 
fo ſecretly ;that there is'no- externall evi. 
dence of them , (which may alſo happen 


in unjuſt > Excommunications) and yet | 
eventhoſe ſecret, nay internall ſins, when | 
they are mortall'; ſeparate from the live- | 
ly members of Chriſt , traly and really, F 
though no externall notice be taken of | 


them. Seeing therefore this ſeparation | 
muſt be underſtood univerſally from all | 


Chriſts lively members, (whereof a great 
number are ſecret and unknown) and ef- 
fected by all mortall ſins, which are often 
unknown to others, itis manifeſt , chat 
the reall ſeparation from Chriſts lively 
members and who are the lively mem- 
bers of Chriſt, is a thing wholly: 4nviſible. 
in it ſelf, and known-onely to God., and 
to whom he reveals ir. 

In the propoſition of your ſecond Ar- 
gument, Ch. 4. p. 414, 415;/&c, we dil. 
cover; and take good againſt divers milſ- 
| conceipts 


4 
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conceiptsobourwords;:and of our An- 
fwer to. the :inftance of” Fibmalian. iAs 
| firlt; ſp2;p. 435) 8 446;8c. 'you make 
| us compare the errourvf Firm:ilian in re- 
| baprizing Heretiques,' -onely with that of 
Se. Cyprian , to infringe the authority. of 
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their”; words: againſt | Srephey ; \when..we 


Ucathycompare! their patſions expreſſed. 


ic-their Bpiſttez againſt him.) which paſſi- 
on took authority from their: words: for 
we'fay.of Fizmilian, -<-—he writ his Epi- 
ftleagainſtSrepher,andin rh:4,(rhatis in 
bisEpiſtſeyparitbatnnials ql mars, ;.he 


St. Auguſtin." © , 
"Se. 2. -P. 433.' You affirm, that we. 
agree-withwyaus,” that Firmiliane, and St. 
prianiealt ws thefagie; in otdey to 


the holding .aribmaintaining rebaptizact« 


on; &c. whichwe nevetapreed to2neither 
could. you "ever produce any words of 
ours, wherein we faidf6, | 

* | Thidews; You miſconceive that. Firm: - 
liia'wad a hot y Biſhoptr atlthings; -ab- 
ſirafting Pats his error of Rebaprizati- 
0h;/as St. Cypriay was. This we prove 


to be falls, from Pp. 449. to-482; both be- 
E e:4 


fipallion;; as 


cauſe. 
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cauſe he was excommunicated with thoſe 


of the Eaſt by Stephen, which St..Cypri- | 
au was not ; and becauſe he railed: inſuf- F 
ferably againſt Stephen, calling him a | . 
Schiſmatique, an Heretique., worſe then | 


an Eerecique, an Apoftate, and as bad as 


?7«das ,caunting ardflouting at. him,which | 


dt. Cyprian d1d not : and becauſehe held 
the errour of the quarto decimani, which 
St, Cyprian never held. - | 


Sect. 4. from p. 483.;to P. 499. they | 
miſconceive the words of :St. :{yprian, | 
which. we compared-zwith thoſe; which Þ 
they had cited from. Fir miliar s for we | 
ſpeak clearly . of wo#ds: written-againſt | 


Stephen by St. Cyprian, which are difliked 
by St. Avgnſtin, and wherein he affirms 
St Cyprian. fell into ſome. paſſion, and 
they take us to ſpeak-of words uttered:by 
St. Cyprian in the Conncell of .Carrhige, 
which both St. Augaſtin contitodabigh 
ly, as full of peace, and free from paſſion, 
and never thought to have been ſpoken 
againſt Stephen the Pope, but were to, be 
underſtood: onely of St. Cyprian bimelf, 
as Primate of Africa. ie 
From p. 500.to512. ſe&t.5. They 
miſconceive that St. Cypriaz was excom- 
municated 


= 
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municated by Srephey, which though they 


deny they ever ſaid, yet their words clear- 


| ly affirm it, forthty acknowledge that 


| they faid thus, p. 500. That Sr. Cyprian 
| juſtified himſelf , and his party againſt the 

pretenſe of the Popes excommunicating them: 
Where the Relative themz mult be refer- 
edto all the Correlatives going before, 
(when no reſtrution is made, as here 
there is none) that is to Sr. Cyprian, as 
well as to hi party. 


Councell,binted Srephex, and were under- 
ſtood by St. Auguſtin as. meant of Stephey, 


Pag. 514. They miſconceivethat thoſe | 
words of Saint Cyprian in the. African | 


» 


and yet praiſed by him as full of peace and | 


charity,which is. evidently unttue, for St. 
Auguſtin underſtands them of St. (*ypri- 


ar, and ſeeing he diſliked other words. of. 
St. Cypriaus Epiſtle, which were inveying 


again(t Srephen, as reliſhing of paſhon, 
how could Saint- Aguſtin have praiſed 


carped at-Stephen , unleffe.-be. were con- 


4 what he diſliked iri another. _ 


Ee S; 


7 theſe other, and eſteemed them full of * 
peace , had be underſt5odthem co have - 


trary to bimſelf, and liked in one place, 


1 The lat Miſconceipe , wherewith we - 


charge - 
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charge them , is accuſing Pope Stephey, 
that Holy Confefſour,and Martyr, whoſe | 


Feaſt is celebrated the ſecond of 'Angnft, 


both 'by the Weſtern , and "Eaſtern 


C hurch, an honour not given but to per- 
ſons of admirable ſanity, and who have 
exceedingly well deferved of the whole 
Church, to bea Schiſmatique: This holy 


Pope was highly praiſed by St. Auguſtin, 


extolled by Vincentizs — , COM= 
mended by the very Donatiſts them- 
ſelves, though.ſo much the:r enemy , re- 
verenced, and ſupplicated by  Diozy fire 
Patriarch of * Alexandria , adhered to by 
St, Cyprian, and followed by the Chriſti- 
an world in his tenet againſt Rebaprizati- 
on; and laſtly acknowledged to have 
maintained the Catholique truth , by all 
thoſe who oppoſed it, and him: and yet 
becauſe one onely Firmilian, fallen into 
errour, tranſported by paſſion , inraged 
by Excommunication ; accuſes Srephen to 
be a Schiſmatique, this No- authority mult 
prevail ſo much with our adverſaries asto 
overſway all the reſt, and bear the world 
down, that Pope Stephen was..a Schiſma- 
tique even whilft St. Ag tin excuſes him 
expreſly from'Schiſme , and they them- 


ſelves . 
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A: Recaparutation. 
ſelves: confeſſe- that St: Cyprian'Jived: in 
Communionwithibim:;;andHho :Auchour 
not:.excomminnicated:, everaccuſed. him 
of:Schiſme pand cohdemniusjexceetiing)y, 
foraffirmibg Ermliam> to have incurred 
Excommunmteation.,' and/to have deferved 
it. ' Judge Reader', where is 'now their 
Chavityy : 0! 7 , 2n0!s 71 2012 
-- Butiif they will have Srephen a 1Schiſ- 
matique;Þecaule hs is branded: with that 
ticle by. Firmilian, why: fay they riot: like» 


wiſe, that hewas an Herertque,and worle - 


then an Heretique;and an Apoſtate;andas 


bad as 7-das himſelf; becauſe in the ſame - 


heat of paſſion he was ſo reviled by -Fir- 


milian'? And when all isdone, the whole - 


paſſage of Firmi/7au-helps them nothing ; 


for he never ſayes expreſly, that Srepher - 


becamea Schiſmarique; by excommunica- 


| ting others unjuſtly, as they were to prove - 
fromihim - but layes, exprelly, that men bes 1 


came Schiſinatiqnes, 43 apiftatizing from 


the (Ecclefcaſticall anity;;; which is our ve- 


ry:definitionof Schiſme, * And to be ſure 
to-prove nothing by this example , they 
themſelves deprive it:of all that ſmall 
ſhew of :prov#);/ which ar the firſt propo- 
fallit might ſeem tocarry with 1t-, bork 


by: 


636 A Recapitulation. 
by interpreting (when they were preſt by: 
occurring difhculties) the word all, thou 
beſt cut-off thy ſelf. from all, of thoſe onely: 
whom. he oppoſed'by Excommunicatien; 
for that is not to'cut. himſelf vff fromthe: 


whole viſible Church,, and:by apoſtati-. | 
zing. from the Eccleiaſticall unity of the | 


internall unity alone , which is done: by 
every mortall{in; as.well as. by. Schifme, 
and fois no effectuall ſign. or proper ſe- 
quell of. Schiſme!;. ſo.that this Argument: 
from. Firmilian will have. no- more force 
then this. I prove that. Srephey was-.a 
Schiſmatique, becauſe he.excommunica- 
ted others unjultly , becauſe: Firmil/ian 
ſfayes, that: Srephex excommunicated 
others. unjuſtly , which. is juſt. idexs per- 
zaem. EIT 1-26 
Other particulars there are comprized 
in this Chapter, which for brevity ſake we. 
omit,(to.avoid improportion in ſo ſmall-a 
Volumn) retferringithe Reader tothe In 
dex, wherethey ſhall. be expreſſed. :And 
wecome- to the decifion-of the main 
queſtion, by proving Engliſh Prote- 
ſtants to be.Schiſmatiques, ſeparating 
themſelves from the::whole true viſible 
Churcizof: Chriſt: : > 07 575% 375 to 5! 
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Schiſme unmaskt. 


| En a deciſion. of the main 
| Queſtion, that En- 
| gliſh Proteſtants are 
| - - Schiſmatiques. - 


The frf. Argument::. 


\V 7 Hoſoever make a voluntary ſepa. 


Y ration of themſelves from the- 


{ whole true vicible Church of Chrift, are 
Schiſmatiques. | 

1 Burallthoſeof tbe Engliſh Proteſtant 
J party , make a voluntary ſeparation of 
{ themſelves. from the whole: true viſible 
1 Church of Chrift., 

1 Therefore: all thoſe-of- the Engliſh 
I Proteſtant Party are Schiſmatiques. 

I Thefiſt Propoſition isevident,8& gran- 
I redby our Adverfaries above, p. 1. when 
J they allowed our definition to bea 2rwe 
1 2ropofitiouy, Weprovethe ſecond Propo- 
_.  - | | Whos. 


638. Schiſme unmaskt, 


-  Whoſoever voluntarily ſeparate them. 
ſelves from all particular viible. Chriſti- 


an Churches in the world'of the fame | 


time with them, makxea yoluntary ſepa- 
ration of themſelves from the whole true 
viſible Church of Chriſt. 


Butallthofe, who are of the Engliſh | 


Proteſtant. Party , voJuntarily ſeparate 


themſelves from all the particular viſible 
Chriſtian Churches in the world: of the | 


fame time with them. 


Therefore all thoſe of the Engliſh | 
Proteſtant- Party make a yoluntary ſepa- | 
ration from the whole. true viltble Church | 


of Chriſt 3-5 


The firſt Propoſitioni ts ane; » foiffn 
the extent of all the trae vifiblei Chriſti- | 
ans Churches in the world, muſt be con- |} 
rained the whole true viſible Church of | 
Chriſt, The ſecond Propoſition we prove, | 

Whoſoever votuntarily/ſeparate them. | 

Laternand We: 1 
ſtern Churches, and/all Churches in icheir | 
| Communion, voluntarily ſeparate them. | 
felves from all-rhe particular 'Chriſtian 
vilible Churches in the world, of the ſame I * 


ſelves trom the preſent? 


time with them. 


But all choſe of the Eegliſh Prote- | 
Rant | | 


To CD CD wn 


| Proteſtant Party -, 

| themſelves from all the particular viſible 
J Chriſtian Churches in the world, Ne the 
i fame time with them, © *- * 


ſhewing who are Schiſmatiques. 639 
ſtaut Party voluntarily ſeparate them 
ſelves from the preſent Eaſtern and We- 
ſtern Churches, and all Churches ir cheir 
Communion. -* * 

Therefore all thoſe ' of the Engliſh 
voluntarily ſeparate 


Thefirſt Propoſition is certainly true. 


1 For no Aſſembly or Congregation - of 
| Chriſtians can be named (which is not | 
| manifeſtly Hereticall)that is not contain- 
| edin this Propoſition : we prove the fe- 
I cond by enumeration.” | 


If they do not ſo' ſeparate chemſeies 


q let that Church be nominated 'amon 
1 the forementioned , from which they 2M 
1 not voluntarily ſeparate any Sings It is 
not {confeſſedly) the Roman, for they 
1 all profeſſe chimkdves not to be' of her 
1 Communion : Nor the Greek-urder'obe- 
{ dience to.the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, 
] for they fave as little depecdance, or 


agre:ment with that, either in Dorine, 
Sabjettion , Diſcipline, Rites, or 'Com- 
munwn, as ; they have with the Romatie ; 


as wehave ſeen abovein the Rivapirnlati 


03 > m 


648 +: Schiſme Wuma(ks, ' , * 
0# : where our Adverſaries could.ihſtance 
in no more, fave four Points , >wherein 
they ſeemed to, agree with Proteſtants 
againſt us, and thoſe either not of faith, 
or clearly. miſtaken, 'or not .as they are. 
controverted.betwixt us.. And the ſame fl, 
reaſon proceeds of all Churchesin aQuall i 
Communion with them, .Zrgo the ſecond ,.. 
Propoſition is true... g II) 
_ It will ayail nothing-to alledge bere, h, 
that Engliſh Proteſtants communicate hy 
with many other reformed Churches be. fſ; 
yond Sea; forall thoſe are comprehended ſy; 
under our terms the Engliſh Proteſtant, 
..Party; anditis asevident , that each off, 
thoſe voluntarily ſeparate . themſelvesþj; 
fromall other Churches,as it is,that theſeſ,;. , 
of England ſeparate. 

Neither will it excaſe them to ſay, that] * 
they onely refined that Church , which] * 
they found corrupted and deiiled:, -which 
nofwnbanding remajos/ ſtill amongſt}, g. 
them the very 


| ame in ſubſtance that. ith ©, 
was before. Forit isevident, that all off p,,. 
them, whether Engliſh or others , ſepa-ſy;; FX 
rated themſelves from all choſe, Nationallþ 4.7 
Churches and the Paſtovrs ot them, whoſ Th, 
mere. in quec poſſſiion of Chorel-o-ljugs 
vernmeat 


living zFY are ap en | 


< vernment immediately. -hofore- they = 
n Noun; [rejeRedin all Countries refpective- 
4 ; where they. entred, their. Authority, 
l, lſpoſſeſſing them of their Sees and cures, 


, ntruding enketves into their places,and - 


athering. tumultuguſly among them- 
ſelves particular Congregationsand Con- 
enticles, inflituting.new. and ynheard of 
| Rites and Ceremonies, without depen- 
©, lance of any , who were in poſſeſſion of 
re Hburch-povernment immediately before 
© them thropgh thewhole world: and all 
Chis as notoriouſly,;and undeniably as any 
"$chiſmatiques.ever.d1d before their time : 
of. ak whict particulars. we a ppeal.to the 
Hiſtorians on. boch parts, who have 

rit the Records of theſe two laft Ag: 


I ing 3 The fret Argoment, i 7 bs 1 


Whoſoever adhere to $chiſmaticall 
faftours (ar Schiſmaticall is underſtood 
our definition).are Schiſmatiques. 

-Oif But. all) Engliſh Proteſtants.adhere to. 
pa- hiſegaricall Paſtonrs, as Schiſmatical is, is. 


7b0 


, 


erſtoodin our definition. _ -. 
Therfore all Hugh + Protelants. are 


50-Ehiſmatiques, 
ent | The 


T2003! 


dny"ſh Niarkouknorbog 
wh Wy or Ba Tap wy | | 
din all who udhere t6 them-/\ muſh 
alſ6 ſeparate wichthet:"knd' thereby be. | 
cove Schifmariques?' The ſecatid Proc 
p6ficion prove?" 10.) arranger & e919 
WHeOe er fer thoſe; . 
ſueceffi rely ordairni Meh! Frente 
call PxRburs"; "maintaining the Tam 
extſe which'they begun; "here t6'9Hhi 
matica?l Paſtouits,, as Schiſtnatical: 115 Un 
| derftood ? ire or defiriition.”” UrtU7 01 
Bic'alf f Mis Proveſiutts}adhere id 
etbie, "who were ſuccelFyUyordulited byfi 
foch Schiſtnatical) Paſtours;' maintdning | 
the fartie cauſe which they began! 51: :- 
Therefore all Engliſh Proteſtants ad-J. 
here to ſchifiniaticaht-Paſtours'as /chi/mrm- 
ricall, is ungerſtoodin our definition, 
The firft Propoſition needs 159" Proof, 
as being clear ex rermins ; The ſecond, 
viz. that thoſe, whom we ſay wete ſo or 


dained, 'Tnaintain the fame cauſe; which ig 


was beputh by thoſe who ordaihed them, 


1s alſo ork : it remains therefore” -onely 


to prove; that they were ordained ſuc-f 


celliyely by Schiſmatiques, underſtood i . 
the 


_ AIR are Sebiſiariques 64 
te-ſenſe of.cur definition: my 


eniSthus prove. - TT; 
ic f Whoſoevet adhereto MOT. were 
uſt cceſſively ordained by fſgtihew Pars 
oy ker, and the other firſt nope ba Biſhops 
Irodbr his time, adhere to-thoſe;;;;who were 
7's ucceſlively ordained by ſuch Schiſmnati 
all Paſtours. -: _ 

at ' But all Engliſh Proteſtants adhere to 
meſuch', as were ſucceffively ordained by 
atthew Parker, and the firſt Proteſtang 


ſhops of his time.- : -/ :|;1 
Therefore all Engliſh Proteſtants ad 


3 


"to Rre:NG thoſe, : who were\ſuccellively or- 


-dypained by ſuch ſchiſmaticall Paſtours. . ” 
ng The ſecond Propoſition.is. clear. , -and 
*-ponfeſſed by all; we thus, provethe firſt. 
d.f-:Hf Afdrchew Parker, andthe raft were 
za-Juch fchiſmaticall:Paſtors,then whoſoever: 
dhere to thoſe , who were. ordained by 
ff, Fhem,adhere to thoſe who were ordained 
d, ſucceſfively by ſuch Schiſmaticall Paſtors, 
rj But Matthew: Parker,andche reſt were 
cl ſuch Schiſmatica{{-Paitours. .. + 
nl: Therefore all thoſe , who a to; 
) hoſe, who were ſucceſſively ordained by: 
- them, adhere to thoſe who were ordained 


nFÞby ſuch Schiſmaticall Paſtours, 
7 The 


644 *©* | - Sohiſme nnmaike, and 
- 'Thefirſt Propoſition isclear : we proveſſthe 
the ſecond... PEI ALENE; law 
- - Whoſoevereither poſleſs the Sees ani} | 
Offices of lawfull Biſhops, thoſe lawfullſ|aw 
Biſhops yet living, or unitethemſelvestoſafe 
fueh as poſſeſs them, are ſuch ſchiſmacical] * 
Paſtours:* ' -- + FD lan 
"But Matthew Parker, and other firſt} * 
Proteſtant Bifhops of his time,either poſ-f{firf 
feſt rhe Sees-and Offices of lawfull Bi-{tha 
ſhops, thoſe lawful! Biſhops yet living, [prc 
or united themſelves. to- fach as poſſeſt} 1 
them: - | tict 
- Therefore Matthew Parker, and alljwh 
the firſt Proteſtant Biſhops of his time,ſ|ay 
were ſuch ſchiſmaticall Paſtours. ' | 
The firſt Propoſicion is evident of- itin « 
ſelf. The firft part of the ſecond Propo-ſlar 
fition, That the Sees,. &c. of living Bi. * 
ſhops were poſſeſt , and that others ofÞBiC 
thefe new Biſhops united themſelves tofſ] 
ſuch as peſſeſt them, is alſo clear, as-mat-ſpla 
ter of fact, out of Srow, Speed, Cambaden [Ch 
Maſon, Goodwin, Fern, &'c, The ſecond} Ex 
part, viz..that thoſe living-Biſhops wereſ| * 
lawfull- Biſhops, even when they were de-ſſtru 
prived, we-prove thus; 
'Whoſoever were once lawfull — 
| an 


and never did any thing after ,, whereby 
velthey became unlawfull , remained. ill 
lawfull Biſhops. 2D Og 
nd} But choſe deprived Biſhops were once 
ullJlawfnll Biſhops, and never did- any thing 
toafter, whereby they became unlawfull. 
cal] ' Thereforethoſe Biſhops remained Kill 
_ - [lawfull Biſhops. Mc 
rſt} The firſt Propoſition is evident, The 
[-Jfirſt part of the ſecond Propoſition, viz. 
Bi-Jthat they were once lawfull Biſhops , we 
8, prove thus _ 
eſt] .No National Church can be a true par- 
ticular Church of Chriſt , unleſle choſe, 
alllwho have the place of Biſhopsin it, be 
ne, flawfull Biſhops. | | | 
| ButtheNationall Church of England 
"1!fin Queen Zarzes time was a true particu- 
0-Jlar Church of Chrift, _ 


1.1 Therefore thoſe, who had the place of | 


ofÞBiſhops in it,were lawfull Biſhops. Now 
col ſfubſume. - But thoſe, who had then the 
at-Yplace- of Biſhops in that National 
2x, Church, were thoſe deprived Biſhops: 
nd E rgo, | k 
cl Thefirſt Propoſition is clear. For no 
efltrue Church can unite ft ſelf to unlawfull 
Paſtours, The ſecond Propoſition is alſo 
x clear 
A 20 


F ſhewing who are Schiſmatiques. , 645. / 


646 © Scbiſme mnmacks,. 
clear from the confeſfion of our Adver-ſf 
ſartes, who! Srant now at laſtthus much,p! 
That the Church of Rome”, andall thoſe} 
of Her Conmmunion are true Churches of ba 
Chriſt.” "See Brawhulland: "Ford upon this fo! 
Subject.” 1m 
- We ove now the ſeobiddpare of theſſ-' 
ſecgnd Propoſition , thattheſe BiſhopsJ/ac 
did nothing ; "whereby they” became un. Jan 
{awful Biſhops. | 7: nt $5; pr 

if thoſe lawful Biſhopsdid ayything 
whereby they became unlawfult Bifhops, - 
it muſt þe ſuppoſed to be that for whichwh 
they were deprived. - | ſhe 
Burt that' for Thich thiy were depri-J 1 
ved, did not make them unlawful:Biſhops.ſon, 
Therefore they did nothing; wherebyſwas 
they became unlawful! Biſhops. con 
The firſt Propoſition ſeems evident,ſma 

For no' prudent man can ſuppoſe, that] 1 
they would deprive them for thar whichſand 
made them'nvt unlawfull Brſhops/if theyſno1 
had been convinced to have done-anyſ- 1 
other thing, which might make themſfor! 
unlawfull viſhops. The ſecond weljunla 
prove. LETT ing 

All rhe reafort” for hich they wertJ'ng 
deprived, wasreMing the pretended ReÞim 
formarion,'*ft, 


ſewing who are Schiſmatiques. Pye | 


* formation, and refuſing the Oath of Su- 
hb, premacy. !:.::,--. 
0. But Hole could not al I LS uny 
of awful Biſhops: Therefore the,-cauſes, 
us [for which, of 
| lmake themunlawfull Biſhops. _ .. ._. 
hefſ.' The firſt Propoſition, being, matter of 
ps a; ,.is, witnalled; by < gmdev, Goodwin, 
n. [and-others.,,the ſecond. Propeitiog, we 
Iprove: thus. -;- --., 
g,1. No proceeding 3 in praice, /xccordin 
os,0to; the common; Tegets, the hol ding 
ch{whereof made them. not-unlawtull Bi- 
ſhops, can makethem unlawful Bifhops., 
r-| Bur reſiſting the pretended Reformati- 
ps.19n,and refuſing the Oath of Supremacy, 
þy[was onely a proceeding according to the 
common. Tenets, .the holding whereof 
nt.l made them not unlawtull Biſhops. 
nach Therefore: reliſting that Reformation, 


ichÞand cefuſing 3hat Qazh coulraaks ke them 
ey unlawfull 


ny The firſt Propoſition i is clear init ſelf: : 
emfforino man.can be thought to become an 
welunlawfull Biſhop, verbi pgratia, by pray- 
ing for the louls in Purgatory, ifthe hold- 
erting char ſuch prayers are lawfull , make 


2e. [lim not an unlawful Biſhop; and ſo of the 
10, Nteſt, The 


were deprived, .could.not. 
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Scliſme unmaiks, 
"The ſecond Propoſition is alſo evident, 
For whileſt they were lawfull Biſhops ir 
Queen Afaries time, they held it a com. 
mon neceſſary point of Religibn toreſil 
tharreformation,and refuſe that Oath off ” 
Sopremacy. _ daLLccy 
- Ff it: ſhould be replied , that as the] Þ 
Queen had power to deprive lawful tem ſc 
porall Officers at her pleaſure, ſo mighty Pt 
ſhe alſo deprive at her pleafure lawfulſ.0! 
Eccleſiaſticall Officers and Biſhops; as be 
ing no leſfſe chief Governour of thq YC 
Church ,'then of the Commonwealth  Y! 
we anſwer, that eyen that admitted (not 
Sranted) yet this ſecond ſhe could not ly 
do: For the Kings and Queens of Eng] ©! 
land pretended onely to ſucceed intoy Ns 
thoſe prerogatives of Church-govern 
ment, which the Pope had before them the 
asis clearin King Henry the 8**- : Buy WE 
the Pope himſelf had no power to diſ} ' 
poſſels'a lawfull Biſhop remaining a ®Y 
lawfull Biſhop at his pleaſure. There{ff0 
fore neither had the Queen any fuct} 
power. | bu 
| Yd 
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The third Argument: 


60 - We provein this Argument by another 
off median, that Mattbew Parker and his 
Aﬀociates, and conſequently all who ad. 

4 hered to'them, or adhereto their Succeſ. 
ſours, were, and are Schiſmatiques, ſe- 
parate from the whole true viſible Church 
of Chriſt. | | 

Matthew. Parker was a Schiſmatique, 
rhe voluntarily ſeparate from the whole true 
+ | viſible Charch of Chriſt. | 
Therefore all thoſe, who were willing- 
-o) 1y conſecrated by him ; andall their Suc- 
cefſours and Adherents were ſuch Schif- 
ol Matiques. -* 


nl The Conſequenceisclear, as appears in 


.m | the former Argument: The Antecedent 
We. | 
'Whoſoever was willinply'conſecrated 
| by Schiſmatiques, voluntarily ſeparate 
from the whole true viſible Church of 
Chriſt, is himſelf a Schiſmatique, -volun- 
tarily ſeparate from the whole true vift- 
ble Church of Chriſt. 
- But Matthew Parker was willingly 
71,0 conſecrated by Schitmatiques, voluntarily 
FE ſepa= 
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650 Schiſme unmaskt, 
ſeparate from the whole. true viſible fl; 
Church of. Chriſt, ' _ ©. 
Therefore Matthew Parker was a |ll... 
Schiſmatique, volyntarily ſeparated-from Þ;. 
the wholerrue viſible Church of Chtift.  Þ;.; 

The. firft Propofition is already pro- | 
ved... For to be willingly ag by I 
ſuch, Schiſmatiques is :ichiſmaticall , and 
rherefore feparatingifrom-the: whole true 
viſible Church of Chriſt. | 02 

Theſecond Propoſition we prove , as [y; 
matter of fact. .. 

Gooawtn in the different livks of Barlow, | 
Coverdate,Scorg,and Hodghins, who were fp 
the Confecratours of: Parker; : acknow- bh; I 
ledges , that-the three-fuſfi were podſelſed her 
of the Sees and Officesof other Catho- þ; 
lIique Biſhops living :- Barlow was -ntru-f.., 
ded into the:place of Chriftopherſon, Bi-ſ - 
ſhop of Chicheſter , Decembr. 294. wk. 
1559. andeledt to it, before he confecra-[;..- 
ted:Parker, as. appears by the Queens let-ſ; 
ters, 'Gulielmd Barloogwne Ciceſtrienſs eles . 

&o.;' Scory was put by King Zamardthel. 7 
6% inta Day's place ,,. then beir ng Biſboy b- 
of (Chicheſter, Coverdale itmto. on Hae "a 
place by King Edward the'6* © 4g. 30.Yhat 
Arno 1551, which:B, Vocey was forced wk: 

reſi Bn, 67h 


tefi gn', as appears-by this ; 'that he was 
willing tobe reſtored , (as he was after- 
Wines, b een Mary: Hodgkins was 
onely'a © pou n;” but- communicated 
vith aſe three itt this conſectari6n and 
oa en a $chifimatique.” 


: The lf Argument. 
0YWhoſdever" ſabje& cheneſolves'1 unto 


heſe, 25t6 their fawfull Paſtours ,, who 
ave notthe feniſiuoe over chem, are 


P, chilmatiq LN ITY 

re 'Biit' Evglih Proteliarits., _; Gne nce 
F Ducen 'E/zaberhs time, have ſubjected 
ſe ha@felves to'thoſe ; as to their lawfull 


ver then. 
' Therefore Engliſh Proteſtants | ever 
ceQueen Elixaverhs time are Schif: 


+ Patiques. 
I The- firſt -Propof tion is clear ,'from 


le 7Y7\ 4. 3. whicre deſcribing Heretiques 
bed Schiſtnatiques , St. Paul ayes, 4d 
OF: defederia coareroabunt fibi- Magiftros, 
Fc: according to their own fancies they 
©. hall heap'up Teachers, or Maſters , thar 
oh tenmnans and-tumultuouſly, without 
30, Ff2 PoWve 


 Pewingtwhs are Scbjfmatiques. | ” Fx 


| outs, "who havet no'true juriſdiction 


652 - Schiſme unmuckt. _ 
power or authority, without head - or 
' foot. And from Rom. 10. 15. Qxoml[ $9 
do predicabunt, niſ; mittantur > How ſhallf 0! 
they preach,unlels they be ſent? For their th 
adhering ts ſuch, ſuppoſes the rejeRionſ8" 
of all thoſe who are legally authorized$e 
to.govern them, which is formal SchiſmeJ/2 
The ſecond Propoſition we prove byſtÞi 
Enumeration. | of 
They could not have true juriſdiction} of 
over the particular Biſhopricks and Curegſit < 
of England; neither by the force of Octhi 
ders which they received, (if they had any"! 
ſuch) for one may have true Order with{be 
out any true juriſdiction,as appears in th{OP! 
Actof King Henry .the'8*; concerning up 
Suffragans, who, had true Epiſcopall Orſthe 
der, and yet had no Epiſcopall Juriſdi&iſthe 
on,as the Act expreſly ſays;and many arf 1 
made Miniſtersin the Univerſities, befor the 
they have any juriſdiction over any par Me! 
ricular Pariſhes, Neither could they hay 4 
it from themſelves,-:as appears , Heby. gle 
4. Nec quiſquam ſumit fibi honorem , Nel "8 
. ther aſſumes any one honour to himſelf. Neſj 1 C 
"ther.could they have it from thoſe , whiſ anc 
conſecrated them, For never a one of ther 2*? 
had any themſelves,as being either ſuffraj Pre 
_ | 


nll] or ele&ted, and not inveſted. Neither was 
er there then any Primate in E-g/and to 
onf| give it them, neither had' they it-by 
ed generall conſent of the Biſhops of Eng- 
nel ad; for they all refiſted. Neither would 
they have it from the Pope, or Patriarch 
of (onftantivople : neither would either 
of them giveit them : much leſs had they 


that was againſtthem-: nor from the ge- 
{ nerall conſent of Catholique Biſhops, * 
ther of the Eaſtor Weſt Churches, for al 
oppoſed them. Neither. did their fellow- 
ſuperintendents beyond Sea, or could 


they were all as voidof true juriſdiction, 
as theſe themſelves were. Neither could 
or they baveit from the Queen or Parlia- 
ad ment; for that had been a heaping up of 
al Haſters to themſelves, 2 Tim. 4. 3, now 
. $cited. And Ecclefiaſticall Juriſaiion be- 
inga Spirituall Government, is declared, 
A 1 Cor. 12, 28. to be a ſupernaturall gift, 
-þf and inſtitution of God in his Church; and 
end ver. 6. propheſying , that is the power of 
4 preaching , is declared to be a gift of the 
.ol Holy Ghoſt; and therefore are above the. 
Ff 3 Poli- 


ſheming who are Schiſmatiques, 653 
m0 gans onely, or not deſigned to any See, , 


it either-from- a generall Couficel|, for 


they confer juriſdition upon them, for- 
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politique power ; of, Magiſtzates; of -any 
Commonwealth,;-Ard 4s 20. ver. 28, 
The Holy Ghoſt is ſaid to: appoint: Bi- 
ſhops to. govern the Church of God , and 
ſo the giving juriſdiftion to them mull be 
ſupernaturalt , .coming; from';the Holy 
Ghoſt; and above the reach of politique 
Sovernours... And if: they muſt':g6vern 
the Church of God, it belongs:to them, 
as inſtruments of the holy Ghoſt, to ap- 
point the particular Goyernours of it, 
®< if Kings, Queens; 'or Parliaments, 

10 are under the namber: of, Scholars; 
arid - Subjects if thei matter of Religion, 


could communicate;Eccleſiaſtical] Juriſdi. 


ion to their Prelates,'they would be go- 
vernours of their: governours,and maſters 
of their. maſters, which isquite .conttary 
to Mat,10.24.' Nom eff diſcipulins ſupra 
magiſtram., The diſciple is not above his 
ma 

ment. As therefore our Saviour 7oh:20, 


and Aarth. 28, ſent his Apoſtles with 
power of governing and preaching',-iand 


er,;.e.in thoſe things wherein he is his 
maſeer, which is herein I ens 
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the Apoſiles gave that Spiritual Juriſdi- Þ | 


Ction to others, whom they ſent to divers | 
particular Provinces , and thoſe Eccleti- | 


aſlicall 


ſhewing who-are- Schiſmatiqnes G6y5 
aſticali per fons.onely among all. Ortho- 
dox Chin Mic mmared the like 
pariſdiction'to orhers;!' both in / the primi- 
tive,and after ages, and never didany Ca- 
be tholique Prince, or State, venture to con- 
olyſ fer juriſdiction upon their own Biſhops, 
ue or Paſtours, it is moſt manifeſt, that nei-- 
nf ther Queen Elizabeth , nor her Parlia- 
m,J ment had any ſuch power : and conſe- 
Pj quently it follows from this enumeration 


i!t,f of parts, that thoſe E/izaberh Biſhops - 


ts, and Paſtours had no juriſdition at all, 


rs, nor any of their ſucceſſours , and there- 


n,j by, thatall Engliſh Proteſtants attribu- 
if ting ſuch juriſdiction to them , and adhe- 
0-F ring to them, as their lawfull Biſhops and 
rs} Paſtours, are formal Schiſmatiques. 


y And here we impoſe a full period.to-. 
af} this whole Conference, expecting no - 


5 other fruit from it in the Readers, then a 
sf ſerious Attention in the peruſall of it ; 2n 
-  <quall-Judgement iſluing from that At- 
- | tention; a pious Will conform to that 


1 Judgement, and a wiſhed Effet attend- - 

i Þ ing upon that Will, which is a ſpeedy re- | 
| {turn into the boſome of the Catholique | 

| | Church, from which they will ſee them-_ 


elves ſtand ſeparate by Schiſme , and a 
| F f 4. ' CON» 
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656 Schiſme unmackt.. 
Converſation truly Chriſtian upon that 


return, . which continued till death, will ; 
carry them ſafely and powerfully on to an 
eyer bleſſed Eternity. - 
” os / 
E 
FINIS, 


it 
Il 
Q 


A "brief x of the prin- . 


- cipall matters. 


Act 


wall Pp. 193. 


The common . Apprehenſion- .of prudent 


men ackyowledged by them to. be againſt 
them. P.:255, 256. 
op wh of their own words P. 5O2, 


503... 


C, 


ContradiQions. : 


He firſt Contradiftion in the. fi f als 


: of Diotrephes, cited - P. 19; 


Acknowledged by ther to be. their reaſon. 


P. 26. 

Demied to be theirs «+ P. FO. . 
Affirmed to be ours by them \ p.83.: : 
Said by them to be in —_ thats, a 
FES 


xc ( Ctive- ſeparation neceſſs ary to Schiſme 
page 2, 3. 15,16. 
Authority E cclef afticall alwayes exter= 


reaſon « of 


: The Table, PY 


reaſon of Diotrephes his Sehiſme P. 86. 
And et ſaid to benoreaſon  p:88. 
Second Contradittion, they fay they under- 
_ bond and benefit i». a conjun- 


tive ſenſe onely p. 230. 
And yet they put them in a Ps 
ſenſe P. 205. 


T he third Contradiftion 1 ; the word all Fl 
theinſtauce of Firmilian. Firſt it muſt 
fgnific ablolutelyall, zo prove their T 6 
met P:415. 

Secondly, they ſay it ſignifies not abſolute- 


ly all, bxt oxely all-, whom. Stephen op- | 
oſed by Excommunication p. 519,520. | 


Thiraly, all fignifies onely the livgly .nvem- 
bers of Chrift, in their new acception of 
the wora Church 302, 303. 

T he fourth Contradifion, the word Church 
{ignifies they ſay, not the viſible Hie- 


rarchicall Church P. 28, 
And jet they ſay it ſignifies 1t, p.6, to which 

they relate p."28. 
Th #« declared P. 273. 


The fifth Contradiftion, they ſay, that Ec- 
clefiaſticall Communion may be either 
internall or externall p. 497 

And yet they ſay, Eccleſiaſtical Commu- 
nicu, as uſed by the Fathers in relation 

40 


kk 3 


" Thie:Table,: 


'w Schiſme, { and ſo it was onely aſed by 
Firmiltan, whoſe words we there treated) 
# onely external -. ' 4, -p. 619. 


The fixth Contradiftion, [eparatin T another 
from the Church, for this folereaſon, of 
keeping due Catholique Communion; and 


get for other reaſons beſide this - p..125. 
T be ſeventh Contradiftion, excluding ſuſ= 


penſion and interdift in their definition, 


P-2. avudincluding them in their forma- - 
lis. ratio... P. 209. .. 


T he eight Contradiftion, the Tively members 
_ of (thrift they abſtrat# from the Hierar- 
chicall viſible Church, and yet call then 
the viſible Church P. 302, 303. 

T he niath Contradittion, they call the num- 


ber of the lively members of Chriſt, the - 


viſible Church ,, (as contradiſtinguiſht 
from the Politick Body ) and yet ſay, that 


the Communioa with them 1s internall 


P. 497+ 
T he tenth Contradiftion , they define the 
viſible Charch to be a ſociety of Paſtours 


righty ordained, and their flacks adhering + 


to them &*c. P.375- and yet ſay often 
 #n other places, that there 5 a- viſible 

Charch aiſtin&t from this. | 
The eleventh Contradiftion, they ſay the 


formalis }.- 


—_— 
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. 


The Tabte. 


Formalis ratio of Schiſme conſiſts in the. 
iolation of Communion, p. 619. and. 


and yer thay ſay, 'it conſiſts in the viola» 
tion of Communion, or of the priviledge- 
and benefit of each Member, &c. in its 
being within that her externall (ommu- 
M048 P. 194 


The twelfth-Contradiftion- And Pp. GI 9 | 


they ſay, that no aft ought robe inthe 
definition of Schiſme, which ts not a vio- 
Iation of Church Communion : and yet 
put Suſpenſion. and. Interdict , in their 


tormalisratio; which are no violation of 
| P.-209., 
T he thirteenth (untradiftion , in externall 


Charch Communion 


and internall Onin, p.-625 - 


Vnjuſt Iaterdift,Suſpenſ. G:0,--n0 Schiſm, 
H_ by examples in Antiquity. p,207 
Inlawfull and Schiſmaticall to communt- 


cate with Schiſmatiques, P.-208 . 
Miſcitations.. 
The firſt, of a Canon of the fourth -Conncell 
of Lateran | P. 362. 
*T he. ſecond, of Nauclerus - P.354. 


iThe third , of Saint Auguſtins words p, 


493, 494- 


The . 


The Table, 


he fourth, of their own words P. 57. 7z. 


he fifth , of Firmilians words, patting, 
- whileſt thou thought to, cut off All 
others, when it ſhould be , whileſt_ thou 
#hought to be able ro cut off > alt others 


PF4r5. 

Che ſixth, of: our words, -(eaving- out the 

| word voluntary -; p. 585. 
Miſconcei pts. 

The firſt, of our words P. 425. 

be ſecond in comparing Firmilian with Sy. 

, | Cyprian _ be P: 433. 

Che thira, affirming Firmilian to have been 

alwayes 4 holy - Biſhop - P.442. 


ſ he fourth, of Sf. Cyprians words DP. 483 . 


 [Fhe fifth, that St, Cyprian was excommus- 


| nicatedby Stephen - PÞ.-500. 
[The frxth, in the meaning of thoſe words, 
Epiſcopus Epiſcoporum , &c. *9 have 
been agaizult Stephen P. 520. 
The ſeventh , affirming Pope Stephen to 
have been a Schiſmatique from Pe: 567. 
fo P. 580. ; | 
Univerſall Cuſtome alone ſufficient to eſt a- 
bliſh Chriſtians, in what they are to be- 


lieve and prattiſe,from P.55 8.70-P.563. . 
| Diotre= }].. 


The: Table. 


5 DLO No 

D. ba 

1 

7" otrephes has example Proves not, fl P 
Þ# what it t5 alledged :  P.2."! 


Diviſion onely negative, from the Charci 
z ſhewed not to be ſchiſmaticall p. 252 


Needleſſe _ from p.377 , toP. 


33F 


4rn 
TJ Njuſt Excommunication , wwakineFirn 
 Y no morea poſitive diviſion from thifirn 
 Charch, in oppoſition againſt it, then un{ et; 
uſt baniſhment from the NH ommon] a 
wealth, from + P.235. toP. 3424 of 
No ſole unjuſt URSTEA ak tion alledged  b 
by them to prove their definition, but "al 
wayes joyned with ſome other formality 
which makes it formally Schiſme p. 298 
2900 

E Jt afticall Communion alwayes wiſibll 
and externall Pp. 306. 408] 
Theſe words,Epiſcopus Epiſcoporum, &c|| 
at againſt Stephen the Pope, according 

to Sr, Auguſtin, p, 516. vr abſolutely 

Er, themſelves 113. P:. 4245 425 


E. 
c. 
Te i-- 


QC 


þ The Table” 
No unjuſt Excommunication of athers,onely- . 

for keeping due Catholique Commu. j 8. 
-* nion; proved by them robe [chiſmaticalt, 


3 as Htizs an unjuſt Excommunication , or 


2} qua'talis,” +). from p. $92.20 Foy. 


rc 

32 { vB | 

1 | | | | 4 4 | ; 
8 | 7 Athers cited” for our definition, from p. 


++ iT'$6..t0-168. 
irmilians inſffance enervated by: them- 
ſelves P. 410, 417, 
nefirmilian i three lates ” _ © p. 416, 
theFirmilians reſtimeny againſt- Stephen di/- WE 
114 enſſed, wherein he acconnts not Stephen - 
on a Sehiſmatique for excommunicating [8 
421 others unjuſtly , but for condemning re- 
gel baptizationof Heretiques p. 466.472, 


al Xx 

T4 . ' 
5 J 
.990 T. Gregory cited to. ſmall purpoſe p; 

7)! d 249. 

o8] | $6. 

vc. H. 
ing f Tn ae: 4 | 
jNO#or Hammond aefings . Schiſme | 
25 with 1, p. 8. j | 


The Table: | 
He ſayes nothing agovf our definition ), 


I53, 
He makes Schiſme to be a waſt. horrid inn 
- P.211, 


Sr. Hierome defines Schiſme with «6s p, 
132, 

He ſuppoſes all Schiſme to be a ſeparatinl, 
from the viſible Church \ bid, 
Hieremias Patriarch of Conſtantinople, 
granted -by them to be atrue part of the 

. viſble Charch. 314, 315, 
He teſtifies, that the Greek Charch oppeſeth 
the Lutherans in all matters of contro- 
verfie appertaining #0 Faith betwixt zi, 


ſave the ſupremacy P. 315. 
c 


—— Inſtances from the purpoſe p. 
| 108, p. 414. from Fir lias 


Le. 


| Pr for Lateran Conncels anthority P - 
| defended from Pp. 32.3. t0 365, _ 
Vincentius Lirinenſis hz teſtimovy of Ste: ns. 


phen che,Pope | P:474]; ll: 


Feve SS 


The Table. 


" 4 >; 
«*'- ; N, 


TEE? 1ve Notanda to underſtand the Fathers 
P. concerning Sehiſme from p. 141. to 


* | © 150. 
v1 Vouell opinions of our Adverſaries P. 210, 
le | - C2303 #1 

h O. 

$) 


& 119. 127. 206, 207. 213. 
J | 


Roving what 5 not denied P. 120: 
Proteſtants cited for our definition. 
from p. 183.0188, 


The Proof that Diotrephes was a Schiſ- 
matique, by an a, beſide the ative ſe- 
. | paration of himſelf. whey even the laſt 
"J] a8 of caſting ont the brethren, (which 
5: they alledged to prove it ) being done be- 
cauſe they received St: Zohs included 
| eſſentially a ſeparation of bimſelf p. 
22. the ſame ts of caſting others ont, 

onely 


bh Z Miſſions of our Arguments and An- 
ſwers P. 16. 21. 44+ 71, 72. 93s 


(ow St. Paul reproved Sr. Peter p. 537. 
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The.Table. 


onely for keeping due Catholique Com 
munion Fl Pp. 93, &c, 


R. 


© Eedlf Repetitions p. I 94, 19%, þ 
| 203-222. and from 389,>t0 395 
Bikbep of Rome affirmed to be a true Bi 
ſhop, and part 88, andof the viſibly 
Church, though they hold him a Soþi/ Sc 


matiques” - p.zogl.* 
T he Jame they effem f tther Biſhops u%% 
. Communidn with him  - Pp. 373 o_ 


The Biſhop of Romes denying his Comm St 
gion to others," wits eſteemed anciently .'1 
- Xcommunt cation , from Pp. 45 T1 

op 461} 

Stephen Biſhop of home ektobhje Vy ; 

- centius Lirinenſis, for a holy prudent Bi 

i ſhop$iP 474 praiſed by '$t, Auguſtin, | 

| 475, freed by him from Schiſme,\ibid _ 

quſtified by the Donati$ts,p.4.76.celebr, 

ted as a Martyr, both in the Weſt ank 

Bmſtern Church p.477. condemned b| © 

none, ſave by Firmilian , when he.was i 7" 

errour , paſſion, and'E xcommunicatio, Þ 


for a Schiſmatique' © p. 466. 47219 


Schiſme 


'Y 
Schiſme. 


155 paration of ones elf from the 07 wY 
Z 


viſible Charch, the nel formall nets 
98 of Schiſme P., 1.90. 


y Schiſms, inthe.Charch G 22 thay). afro 


bj \ S4oia inthe State, - P.197. 


"fs 


hiſ Sehiſme, arent in the Church, according to 
og. them. +. -< 197, 198, 20T. 
; ASclu/qe a  Poſetive (+ eparation . from. the 

\ Church, nteppoſer g atnſi it, P:.13s 
peg the Pe: woula Re the. ancient 


- prattice obſe erwed, whatſoever othergiob ob- 
I jetted againſt it P. 552. 
61} i command of Stephen juſtified by Liri- 
Tir nenſis. P. 474+ 
Bi | 
' y 
Wi T 1franſlations "a p. 18, 


Whileſt thon thoughteſt to cut 


1 off others p. 28. "which they tranſlate 
«il rightly thas,whileſt thou thoughtelt co 
4 beable to cut off others p. 287 
72 + R of St, Auguftins words 
P. 495- 
* 08 . The 
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The Table, 


V. 
He word voluntary bath two fignifi- 


cations  P: IT, 

Unjuft /pen/; - and interdifts,Schiſms, 
according te them p. 109. 
. itn Unjaft att, done tobthers for keeping 
ue Catholique Communion ,' w#// be 


nication, ſuſpenſion, or interastt, inflicted 
for that ſole cauſe Pp 99. 
Lo 4 of the Church not binderea by 
, the, neceſſity of true intention to 

rot yy Sacraments _ Þ. 380, 


Schiſme,. as much as unjuft Excommu- 


Errata, 


Age 122. for read from,p. 137, for ay read 3x 
p. 167/day falſor. falſa. p.190. for flow a pro- 
priety,r. flows as a propriety, p.251.let the 7 
ma at Schiſme, be pur at Jt. p, 266. for nonnullus 
r.nonnullas. p.312, «All beretiques twice. p,331, 
for proves r, prove. p.334;tor finguli r. fnguls;, 
p.352.for St, Antony r, St, Antonme. p, 365, for 
as they read as they can,y.406.line 4. for ſuppoſe r. 
ſupple. | 
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 %; A further Advertiſement of the Ca- 

- __  \ .* "8holoque Diſpatams in juſtification 

|. 'of rhis preſent Edition, and in an- 
wer 10 certain ſlight Exceptions 

| _ by their Adverſaries againſt 
tf | 


=; = Hough we bave 1:boured iti the Pre- 
| face (as far as our Reaſon perſwaded 
| 


us it was needfull) to clear all diffi 
culties in matter of Fa&, which we 
| _ apprehended might be objeRed a» 
oainſt this Edicion' of the Conference , which 
! bath'becn ſo long expeRed to be made publique'; 
-|yet perceiving that our Adverſariesare pleaſed to 
'\-|[Formalize upon certain Pun&ilioes and Nice» 
cies fince the publication , thereby to elude the 
"| evidence of our Anſwers, and to caſt a miſt 
4]before the eyes of thoſe , who are too forward in 
giving credit to what they may urge , and too 
much averted (by their prejudicate opinions} 
|. from affording us a juſt belief, we are caſt upon 
--|a neccſlity of a. further enlargement of our ſelves, 
... ' 1x Þby way of Anridore to what (even in ſhew) may 
'..** Þþe obje@ed againſt the publiſhing and digeſting 
of this preſent Treatiſe 5 and to declare ſome=- 
| fbingot FaR, which hath happened ſince the 
Fame was rendred publique in this Method where - 

-þ. it ispur forth, . | 
| Mr Gunning , finding himſelf under a nt- 
, 4g Kefflity of ſaying ſomerbipg for the' Support of 
WY : his 
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An Advertiſement. 
his. Cauſe , bajh beenpleaſed 9 oblige bimſelf 
(as we have heard from one who hath it from his 
owri moub)'co anſwer; upon candirion that; we, 
who were;the Catholique Diſputants , (would 
own. the preſent Edition, What he means by 
this we really profefſe our ſclvesnot fully to un» 
derſtand 3. {ance One of us did}: even in the firſt 
place , 'and before we gave them to any private 
Perſons, preſent him with the firſt Copy we 
could procure to be bound; and therewith ſent 
him a. Leccr, , which did ſufficiently teſtifie-tbe 
owning of, this Publication, Bur if by owning 
be doc (as'wenow with reaſon fuſpe&) intend 
the -prefixing of our Names to the "Treatiſe, 
we mult then crave leave to tell bim , "That nei- 
ther can he.in any Chriſtian Juſtice or Equity 
do us ſogreatan jnjury , as to make our Names 
publique, in any thing, which at any time he ſhall 
pur, forch upon this oecaſion : nor could , er can, 
he with reaſon expe, or exaQ, the ſame from 
our ſe[ves 2 confideiing,that before we permitted 
our {clves to be engaged in this Conference, we 
both ſtood upon it, and had his and his Afliſtants 
ſolemn promiſe coconceal our Names and Per- 
ſons , and not to do any thing direly or .indi- 
realy , whereby we might in poſlibilicy be ren- 
dred lcfte ſecure afrer the Conference begun, 
then we were before, And conſidering alſo, 
that in the preſent ciicumſtances, wherein all 


thaſe, af our Religion in England now ftand, 


ſuch a publication of our Names muſt in all 
|:kelihood indanger thetaking from us all poſſh- 
bili.y of ſurure ſubfiſtance bere, and maintaining 


,our Familics, which God bath given us in charge 


co 


An Advertiſement, 

to provide for. This we hope will ſatisfie Mr" 
Gunning , andeevery prudent /perſon-in this:/par» 
ticular's--unlefſe- the Conference were :defigned 
robeaſnareunto us; which we: canno:way ſuſs 
pe. And this welikewiſe hope;,: will :zake off 
all perſons, cicher from applying/unto us ; or ex 
pecting from us, any further owning of this'Af- 
fair, then whar will ſtand withour ſecurity. 

Bat we will in the next place proceed. to take 
notice, of what is particularly objeRed./againſt 
the Treatiſe. In; which they ſeem firſt ro als 
ledge; that the publication thereof by printing 
was done wichour their .conſent ;. and ſo againſt 
our Articles. To which we anſwer firſt , that 
bad we been obliged to «xpe& their conſent , we 
muſt never have made the Conference publiquey 

but muſt have ſate filent , and not onely have 
lefe the world unſatisfied - as to the iſſue of ir, but 
have alſo remained withour ever being capableto 
juſtific our ſelves, or our 'Cayſe (which was 
much more dear unto us) againft the Reports 
which were raiſed , and daily augmented of 'our 
being worſted, and wholly pur to ſilence by the 
unanſwerable force of our Adverſarics argu- 
ments 2 which-Reports, though we will not im- 
pure «them to Mr, Gunning as the Authour of 
chem, (he having flatly denied that) yer we muſt 
eſtcem them to bave been raiſed and fomented 
by his Party to our prejudice, But we anſwer 
further , (as in our Preface) That it was pro- 
pounded publiquely, (and that by Mr, Gunning 
bimſelf) in our Third Mecting , That if either 
» Party were in culpabilimora, (in a faulty delay) 


in the proceeding of che Conference , that then 
SN the 
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An Advertiſement, 
che other Party , who was not in delay , ſhould 


be at libercy to print. 'And to this boch Parties 
reed before-the Auditory 3 and Mr, Gunning 


acknowledgeth as much in his Letter to us dazed 
April -14. 1658s. p, 2. ſaying. 4 Difſputarion 
>. #1-preſence, and ſecondly in writing being the 


firſt Agreement , aud that wherein the culpable 


defeR of either fide left the other ar liberty, qoc- 
ow whether his long delayes from-one moneth 
to another for. the ſpace of fix whole monetbs 


| ageaher! after many -promifes and appointments 


t 

of times to:compleat their Anſwer and read it, 
were 4culpable delay (according as it is delivered 
in the Preface) we refer to the judgement of 
every indifferent Reader, Beſides we gavethem 
notice by Letter long afrer the fix monerths 
were paſt, chat if within a fortnight from the 
xeceipt of rhar Letter; they prepared not their 
compleat Anſwer, we ſhould then think of pro» 


- ecedingtoprine, To this they did nor ſhew any 


abſoluce averſion, (as is declared in the Preface, 
bur gave us (as we underſtood it) a preſumption 
at leaſt of their conſent, 

- "Their ſecond Exception is, That we have 
changed the Mechod held in the Diſpute it (elf s 
which was by long Anſwers of Four or Five 
Hours reading , wherein all the different queſti- 
ons, or the greateſt part of them, conſiſting of 
different matters , were agitared regether by re- 
fpeRive Anſwers and Replics: and which (as 
Mr. Gunning once affirmed) had rendred the 
whoie thing (o tedious , ſo confuſed , fo unfir 


for ordinary capacities , that whoſoever ſhould - [ 


have princedic in thar Mechod, muſt have loſt by 
| ee 
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An Advertiſement. 
the Prefſe, and'ſhould have put forth a Treatiſe 
which-would not bave been either'' read or un- 
derſtood ,- no, nor the underſtandings of it en- 
deavoured by one in twenty of thoſe who. ex 
peRed it. Thus ſtands our charge in this parti- 
cular ; which we confefle and juſtifie, We ſay; 
"Thar it was'not our defign to perplex tlie queſti- 
on, or to obſcure the Truth': We'-did not per. 
mic our ſelves to be engaged in this Conference; 
before we had gotten Mr. Gunning to agree, 
Thar the —_ be by writing, which 
is the onely way to atisfic orhers., and diſcover 
Truth from Errour 3 which: is onely hatboured 
in obſcuricies, and ſhuns rhe light. And: when 
we had 'engaged in that way of writing, and 
found ſo many perplexities thrownin,tbar the bu» 
finefle was (as Mr. Gunning confeſſed) trendred 
obſcure, we (whoſe defires aimed chicfly at cla» 
rity) reſolved co render the thing as evident and 
perſpicuous as we could. And therefore we 
have with much labour and . trouble t6'onrfclves 
delivered the Conference in' ſuch a Method , as 
you here ſee ir, for the commodity of, and com= 
pliance with the Reader: who , bad the Publica- 
tion been as abſiruſe .and promiſcuous as our 
Readings were , muſt either have turn'd back 
Ten, Twenty, yca , ſometimes Thircy Leaves 
before he could bave found to what the Anſwers 
related ; or he muſt have carried along in (his 
minde what he bad read fome hours before, to 
have comprehended: the relations between Ob- 
jeRions, Anſwers, and Replies: Yca, he muft 
bave found a matcer propounded in the beginning 
or middle of the Book , and not thorowly rxeat- 
" - 
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An Advortiſemene. | 
ed till he had come-to the very; end : wire 
refer to all equal} judgemenes,: whether is would - 


' not haye created a ftrange conſufion in the 


mindes. of the Readers , and xendred the difh- 
culcy of -comprehending our Anſwers and Re- 
plies inſupportable , and the whole Wark intole- 
rable. And we remit our (elves alfo co, the ver- 
dic of all judicious perſons, whetherithe exceyer 


ing againit; this Methodicall' Diftriburjon. of 
different Heads in the Conference, be nat an cvi- 


dent fign,rhar as ous Adverfaries at the begining, 
and ever fine: ſhuffled off the dire& queſtion, 
Who are Schiſmstiques , to this indirect and by 
difficulty of mhes i Schiſme: andin an balf 
years, Diſpute could-never be perſwadecd to recura 
rothe main. queſtion , thereby; keeping them» 
felves off from beings ſo much as rouched wick: 
that, which was onely to bave heen treated and 
concluded : So now they would haye eycn that 

which we have treated; and which they ' bave 
drawn our into long and tediqus debates of & 


meer Preluds to our main queſtion, remain un- 


fic to be read-and-underflood ,, by baving it pub+ 
liſhed jo. thac intricare and perplexed manner, 
wherein iewas read. Fhis.we afficrmythat we bave 
not changed, or altered the ſenſe or words :-all is. 
printed that we had 3, we haye onely endeavoured: 
x0 remove that great difficulty of confuſton. and 
obſcurity,.to which Geven-in Mr. Gurnings own: 
judgement): the whole matter was become ob» 
noxious-:- and this purely ro comply with our 
Readers.. HW this be acrime in us, we muſt con» 
fefle we have offended. Bur we apprehend, 
{chough we {ubmic co cenſure), rbat we rather 

deſ(erve 


hn 


fin Adverieſemot 


Jeſerve Thanks from 5be Readers, yes from one 
Adverſarics tog., tþen $0 be charged with Inju- 
Kice , from which ous conſciences do ſully clear 
us. But if Mr, Gunning doth indeed cteem 
himſelf, or his Cauſe , to be yrejugie'd. by our 
proceeding tn this Mechod , we do lerioufly and: 
earneſtly invice and requeſt him co publiſh the 
whole Controverſis in the ſame Method, where- 
ja it yas preated 3. And then Jettbe world judge, 
whether we have Iabourcd in yain , or jnjured- 
dim and bis AﬀiRant by our preſent Methgd.. 
If þe refuſech to do this, and yer till coninues 
ro calumniate us, we cannoe doubt, bur the judij- 
cious world will eafily. acquic us , and diſcover 
co what hazd ſhifts our Advyerſariesare driven, 
\.  Theinthird and {ak Kxceprionis, - That all 
| the Papers are gat printed, which were read by 
them ; by: that we haye printed more then were 
ever read by qur (elves; ſa that the Diſpute , as: 
ro their part remains-imperfeR., and as to our 
part is ſuperabounding. But to this we anſwer, 
farſt we finde nor our (elves in the leaſt conſcious: 
to baye omitted fo mych as one word, of whar 


, - we had in qur hands , when the Book was print- 


ed, True it is , they did read ſome Papers. 
which are not printed, and ſept ſome to us, which 
we both received and anſwered , (as appears in: 
this Edition) and which in tranſporting from one: 
place to another, both in the Town and Coun- 
erey , togerher with ſome Papers. of other 
Eontroverſies, were loſt ; But the reaſan why 
we did not print them was ,. becauſe they would: 
at give us the Copies of. them , though we fre- 
guencly and cxprefly demanded them , and had: 


An Advertiſement. 


hem denled unto us, as appears by the Authen® © 


cicall Letters cited in our Preface. 


' *To this I underſtand Mr. Gunning anſwers, 


'That he offered co let us have the Papers written 
out, which we then required of him : We anſwer, 
That he abſolutely retuſed ro ſend them, or per- 
mit us to copy them our, ar that time when we 
required them, on ! cy by his-Letrer, Fune 
15,) and onely told us conditionally, (after 


three quarters of a years deferring to anſwer 


our Papers,and a promiſe made by him , and ac« 
cepted by us,fix moneths before,to prepare every 
fortnight as much as ſhould ſuffice for one Read- 
ing, till their whole = compleated, and 
then to let us know when. all their Replies were 
framed, and written out to be :ready and deli- 
yered to us) that if wewould*(both” being pre- 
ſent) be content to-have'a Poems every fort= 
night, be would thetrlert us have all «the Papers 


we demanded, which” conditiorr (as we Bgnified 
co him preſently upon his Leeter) was impoſlible © 


for us then to accept,” the" 'one- of -ug"being to 
go into. the Countrey , and' live there within 
a fortnight, after he writ that Letter , ha- 
ving then expeRed ſo long, that he could 
tay no longer in Town, his private affairs cal- 
ling him away : and though by expreſs agree- 
ment they were obliged to give us a Copy of ſuch 
Papers as they at any time read , at the ſame time 
wherein they were read, So that the omitting of 
ſome of their Papers, which they complain of, ts 
ſo far from being a Crime in us, that their de=- 
raining of them , and their-nor delivering them 


4 


unto us, when they were demanded, according 


$0 
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Un Advertiſemenr. 
to their obligacion, ſeems co bave been done ae» 
prefly upon defigne, that if ever che Conference 
were princed, (as they knew it was intended, and 
was. wholly necefary for the ſatisfaQion of the * 


- . world in this important Truth) they might bave 


ſome ſeeming Accuſation againſt aus : and 


% ther there be not now. ſufficient reaſon to make 


this judgement of their proceedings , we leaye to 
all impartiall and unbyafled Readers ro deter- 
mine. This we conſtancly averre, that we have 
printed every Paper of theirs, which we bave.in 
our hands : and as for thoſe Papers wbich- they 
read , bur denied us the Copies of them when 
they were demanded by us, we have ſatisfacd the 
cdief Difficulties, wbich (ſo far as we could bear 
in our remembrance) were contained in them 3 
neicher is there any difficulty contained in any 
Papers of theirs wbich we bave not anſwered, 
though we'could noj obtain of them $0 have leave 
to ger them writ over by our, Scribe, that they 
might be inſerted into the print. Andif they 
can produce or inftance any importane points in 
thoſe Papers , to whicb points the Anſwers can= 
not be clearly deduced from that which is printed, 
we do hereby oblige our ſelves ro anſwer them 3 
and we do challenge them to produce thoſe 
pou $econdly, we do acknowledge , that we 

ve bere printed ſome things of our own, which 
' We never read to, or before our Advyerſaries z 
vic. The Anſwer to ſuch points, as were con- 
rained in the laſt Papers which they read ; asal- _ 
ſo the Preface, Recapitulation, and Arguments : 
all which we bad right to do according to our 
2greement ciced in the Pretace, And ſeeing we 
were | 


An Advertiſement. 
were, in that Agreement, to havethe laſt An- 
ſwer to thar part which concerned  Diozrephes, 
and the Defonition' and Formall Reaſon of 
Schiſme, we bave put down that our laſt An- 
{wer , ſofar as their' Reply goes ; and had they 
compleated their Reply, this Anſwer 'of ours 
ſhould bave been read in irs turn. If therefore 
any thing of ouis have been inſerted into this 
Treatiſe, which hath not beenread , it was their 
delay, in not compleating in due time their Re- 
ply, which cauſed the not reading of it, before it 
_ was printed 3 for had they ( according to our 
agreement) compleated their Replies within a 
competent time, the whole Conference had been 
read on both ſides , before we -had thought of 
printing z but by delaying ſo extreamly che dil- 
patch of cheir Papers, and the longer they were 
delayed, (and the print of them) che more were 
thoſe of his parry confirmed , in what was gene- 
rally given-out among them , concerning their 
Triumph, and oxr Refuſall ro anſwer their Pa- 
pers, they inforced us to afſent to the publication 
of what we had of the Conference , and ſo (ac- 
cording to our order in reading , which was to be 
compleated by them, before we could read any 
thing) we were conftrained to publiſh thoſe parts 
of our Anſwer, before they could be read to the 
auditory 3 which (we hope) will never by indiffe- 
rent Readers be efteemed any faultin us, Bur 
there is nothing printed as read, which was not 
read. And if our Adverſaries will pleaſe to 
print likewiſe, (as certainly they are obliged for. 
the Support of their fainting Cauſe) we fhall de- 


fire them to do the ſamething , that is, toprint 
; more 
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” more then what chey read ; vix. that pair of their - 
= Reply which they are obliged ro give to qur An+ 
. IF ſwers-in the,agreement, and. which they bave fo 
+ BZ many moneths'deferred ; otherwiſe they will ne+ 
7; ver publiſh an Anſwer which ſhall be compleat. 
#7 Ler them therefore, {if they think ic will noe 
*] make their bufinefle yer worſe) pleaſe to prine 
© the whole Controverſie, together with their An- 
© ſwers to our Preface, Arguments, and ſo much 
= as we. have printed more then what we read 
PF and wedo hereby oblige our lelves, not onelynot 
# tobe diſtaſted, (provided they proceed juſtly and 
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* ſincerely) bur to anſwer in print what ever they 
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+ 


A 


£% 


_ F377 ſhall publiſh 3 and that within lefſe time. (if their 


Ds 


2:3 Edition be not very tedious) then the fix months 


** which they took for the an(wering a ſmall num= 
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"7 berof Sheets, in our laſt Papers 3 which as yer 
#7 they could never be-induced to anſwer. But we 
|: can hardly cxpeR, that our Adverſarics will wade 
+ further- in-this Buſtneſſe ; in which they cannor 
7/47 but ſee the weaknefſe of their Cauſe 3 fince they 
1 are oppoſrng ;themſelyes againſt a clear Truth, 
1 acknowledged by all kinde- of Authority, aswe 
4:3 have proved : and therefore we cannot expe& to 
7% ſee this Conference publiſhed by them, 
"7 Theſeare their chief Exceptions, ſo far as we 
/ 2 have underſtood hitherto , which tend (as every 
 "'F} openeye will caſily diſcoyer) onely to faſten an 
'X# aſpcrſfion upon our Edition of the Conference, 
'& andrto withdraw (as much as in them lies) by 
4 theſe Sleights all thoſe of their own party from 
' ., 3 reading thar, to which they are never to expe& 
}.* any convincing Anſwer, Bur hecauſe we deſire 
-! to Juſtifie our own Integrity to the full, we do 
| here 
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her treely'offer, char if the: Teucb;/of what we | 


have NY thall ar-any cime be queſtion- 
ed -6r called irv doube, we ſhall gladly agree,C(any 
we prefle-our Adverfarics toir) that two perſons : 
of Worth and —_— be approved on'cach 
fide, to compare our-Edirion, and Aﬀertions with 
the Authencicall Papers and Lexers 'reſpeQively 
receivedberwixct us. | And if upon Examination 
we ſhall be found falſe, we arecontent, thar:what 
thoſe perſons 'thall diſcover and dererminemay 
be publiſhed'tothie world; npon condition that if | 
they finde otir procecdings-rrue and juſtifiable, - 
they will jufttfie our Integrity to the world; with 


- - 


 whom'our Adverſaries do ſp much endeavour to - | 
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aſperſe 6, 
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